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VINDICATION 


OO FUE 


Late CASE 


ALLEGIANCE. 6: 


N a Poſtſcript to aw Anſwer to a late Pampblet intituled, O- 
bedience and Submiſſion to the Preſent Government , demon- 
ſtrated from Biſhop Overal's Convocation Book , the Au- 
chor is pleaſed to Examine what I have ſaid relating to 
the ſaid SubjeR, in my Caſe of Allegiance due to Soveraign 

Powers ; He writes with great triumph and aflurance, which it 
ſeems Men may do, who are reſolved never to own a Mi- 
ſtake ; though he thinks it unpardonable in me , who have 
been ſo weak, as to confeſs, that I am not Infallible, ever to 
believe my own Senſes again. He threatens an Anſwer to 
my Arguments i» due Time ; and 1 will patiently expe@ till 
his due Time comes, and apply myſelf at preſent to his Poſt- 
ſcript, and Anſwer, as far as I am concerned in it ; but ſhall 
beg leave to follow my own Method, and juſtitie what I have 
faid in the ſame Order, I have ſaid ic in, his altering of which 
has more Art than Honeſty in it. 

The Mighty Place , as he truly calls it, is Chap. 28. Pag. 57. 
where the Convocation having given an Account of the Vari- 
ous and Irregular Revolutions of Government, brought about 
by the Providence of GOD, © who for the Sins of any Nation 
« or Country,altereth their Governments and Governours,trans- 
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*« ferreth,ſetteth up, and beſtoweth Kingdoms,es it ſeemeth beſt 
© to his heavenly Wiſdom, they add theſe remarkable Words : 
And when having attained their Ungodly Deſires , (whether ambi- 
tious "Kings by bringing any Conntry into their Subjettion, or diſloyal 
Subjets by their rebellious Riſing againFt their natural Soveraigns) 
they bave eftabliſhed any of the ſame degenerate Forms of Govern- 
ment among their People ; the Authority either ſo Unjuſtly gotren, 
or wrung by Force from the true and lawful Poſſeſſor , being always 
GOD's Authority (and therefore receiving no Impeachment by the 
Wickednefs of thoſe that have it) # ever (when any ſuch Altera- 
tions are vhrougbly ſettled) to be Reverenced and Obeyed, and the 
People of all ſorts (as well of the Clergy, as of the Laity) are to 
be Jabiee unto it, not only for Wrath, but alſo fo Conſcience ſake. 
This I then thought, and think fo ftill (though our Au- 
thor thinks not) a very plain Teſtimony, that all Uſurped 


Caſt of Al- Powers, when throughly ſettled , have G O D's Authority, and 
Us. P-S- muſt be Obeyed : And while I was tranſcribing this Paſlage, 


there came to my hand the New Obſervator of Friday, Dec. 5, 
1690, Vol. 3. Numb. 12. containing a Letter written by King 
ames the Firſt, with relation to this very Convocation, which 
ſays he tranſcribed Verbatim from the Original, communi- 
= to him by an eminent Perſon, in whoſe hands it is ; the 
four laſt Lines of which are written with King Famess own 
hand, and the reſt, as he gueſſes, by the then Secretary of 
State. The Letter was written to Dr. Abbot ; I ſhall not tran- 
ſcribe the whole , but ſuch Paſſages as may fatisfie us, how 
King Fames himſelf underſtood the Convocation. 

You bave dipt too deep in what all Kings reſerve among the Ar- 
cana Imperii. And whatever Awverſion you may profeſs ag ain#t 
GO D's being the Amthor of Sin, you bave ſtumbled npon the Thre- 
ſhold of that Opinion, in ſaying upon the matter , That even Tyran- 
"»y x GOD's Authority, and ſhould be reverenced as ſuch. If the 
King of Spain ſhould return to claim hu old Pontifical Right to my 
Kingdom, you leave me to ſeek for others to Fight for it ; for you 
cell me upon the matter before band, his Authority is GO D's Autho- 
rity, if be prevail. 

This makes ſo much for our Author indeed, that King Fames 
did not like the Doctrine of the Convocation, no more than be 
does ; but then ic proves againſt him, that K. Fames underſtood 
the Convocation not in his, but in my Sence : For when he 
charges them wich ſaying upon the Matter, (that is, in ſence, tho' 
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not in expreſs words) that 75 -mony u God's Authority, and ſhould 
be reverenced as ſuch, it isthe very Interpretation I there give of 
it , That thoſe Princes, who have no legal Right to their Thrones, 
may yet bave Ged's Authority : for by Tyranny the King meanc 
ſuch Princes as are Tyrann ſine Titulo, or Illegal Kings ; for as 
for Tyrants Exercitio, who are Rightful Kings, but govern Ty- 
rannically, neither K. Fames nor this Autbor would diſpute, whe- 
ther they have God's Authority. And if they may have God's 
Authority, whilſt they are in the firſt ſence Tyrants, or have no 
legal Right to their Thrones, then their Government may be 
thorowghbly ſettled as the Convocation ſpeaks, without a legal Right ; 
for till @ thorough Settlement, according to the Doctrine of the 
Convocation, they have nat God's Authority 3; and when the 
King charges them with ſays _ the matter , That Tyr FP 
God's Authority, he muſt —— e, that they taught, that ſuch 
Tyrants might be tbreugbly ſettled in their Government ; for if 
they .cannor be ſettled till they obtain a legal Title, they muſt 
ceaſe to be ſuch Tyrants, before they have God's Authority : 
And it is evident, that K. Fames did not apprehend, that the 
Corvocatiow meant by 4 thorough Settlement, (as this Auther ex- 
pounds it) a Setrlement by the Death or Ceſſion of the rightful 
King and all his Heirs, or by a long Preſcription of an hundred Years, 
of which more preſently ; for he was atraid, that by this Do- 
crine, the King of Spain, ſhould he claim by his Pontifical 
Right, and prevail in it, might, while he himſelf livedy be fo 
thoroughly ſerled in the Kingdom of England, as to have God's 
A— and chen his Subje&s muſt not Fight for him, cheir 
old rightful King, againſt che King of Spam, who by a thorough 
Serclement and Poſſeflion of the Throne of Englend, wondd be 
invelted- wich Gou's Authority, and muſt not be oppoſed by the 
Subjeas of Eng/ard. The King diſliked this Dodrine ſo much, 
that he thought fir to ſuppreſs ic, and to reſerve it among the 
Arcana Imperii ; which was a' much wiſer courſe then to palliate 
it with ſuch torced Interpretations, as no impartial Reader can 
think to be the ſence of the Convocation. It I have miſtaken 
the ſence of the Convocation, I have done no more then King 
James did, who was nearly concerned to know, what they 
meant : if Terr in tollowing the Conwocarion, | err with as great 
and learned Men, as any Age of the Church has bred; I err 
wich the Church of England, it we may learn the Sence of the 
Church from a Convecarion. 
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"But let us fer aſide the King's Letter , and try if we can leart 
the ſenſe of the Convocation from! the Convocation itſelf, 
I obſerved in thefirft place, from the Words of the Convocation, 
Caſe of Al-That thoſe Prices, who have no Legal Right to their Thrones, may 
lig. P. 5. yet have God's Authority : ' which I proved, becauſe rhe Convoca- 
tion ſpeaks of 1 and Uſarped Powers, and yet affirms, that the 
iſe 


Anthority exerc them, « God's Authority. 

Foſicripe, Tothisour Aathor anſwers, The Doffor will not, but the Convo- 

Pp. 3: cation diſtinguiſhes between the means of acquiring the Power, and the 
Power Self; the means of w_—_ Power may be tvery unjutt and ille- 
gal, and yet the Power afterwards may be very Legal. But the Doffor 
reſolves they muſt be all one ; and becaiiſe the Convocation ſpeaks of 
the Ambition of encroaching Kings, and the Rebellion of Subjets, as a 
means, whereby Governments bave been altered ; therefore by a Govern- 
ment being throug bly ſetled, they mean uſurped Powers, As if it 
were impoſſible for ſuch beginnings afterwards to acquire a Right, and to 
terminate in a Legal Title ; and till that is, the Government is as un- 
Juſt as the Rebellion and Encroachment. So that according to this 
Author, a Government, which is illegally and wickedly begun, 
when it is legally ſerled has God's Authority, and this is all, that 
the Convocation meant by it. 

As for what he ſays, That I'will not diſtinguiſh between the means 
of acquiring Power, and the Power itſelf. I do not indeed diſtinguiſh 
as he does, but I diſtinguiſh as the Cenvocation does, that the 
Means ere wicked ; but the Power and Authority is Gods ; 
which is all the diſtin&tion the Convocation makes ; and I deſire 
him to ſhew me, where the Convocation ſays, that the Govern- 
ment which is illegally acquired, cannot be throughly ſerled, cill 
it becomes Legal ; if chis had been their meaning, it had been 
eaſily ſaid, and had prevented all miſtakes about it, whichtheir 
words without this limitation are very apt to betray Men into. 

I believe all unbiafſed Men who are not pre fled with other 
Notions, and concerned, that the Convocation ſhould be on their 
ſide,would never dream of our Author's Sence of the Convocation. 

For 1. If the Convocation meant no more thanour Author ſays, 
that a Government illegally begun, when ic is legally ſetled, 
has God's Authority, what a wonderful diſcovery is this, that 
Legal Princes have God's Authority ! for who doubts of this ? 
What need was there to introduce this with ſuch a long pom- 
pous Preface of the changes of Government, by the Ambition of 
Princes, and the Rebellion of Subs ? For let Governments 
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begin how they will, when they are once legally ſetled, no 
Man, that I know of, who owns the Authority of any Govern- 
ment to be from God, diſputes theirs. Which makes me 
wonder at our Author's reaſon, wiz. Leſt it ſhould be thought, 
that wicked ways of obtaining this Right , was a prejudice to the 
Right utſelf, and people ſhould from thence take occaſion to rebel, and 
diſt urb all the Governments of the World, becauſe they could not ſhew 
an expreſi Order from God, or derive the Pedigree of their Gowvern- 
ment even from Adam and Noah ; to prevent the terrible Confuſion 
that ſuch a Notion would make in the World, they ſay, That the wic- 
ked ways of attaining it, or the wickedneſs of the perſons that have it, 
# no impeachment f the Right itſelf ; but when it « attain'd it « 
God's Authority, and ought to be obeyed. 

That is to ſay, a wiſe and grave Conwrcetion write a whole 
Chapter to confute a Notion, wichout naming it, or giving an 
hint at it, which if ever it entred into any mad Man's Head, 

et never did, never can diſturb any Government, till a Nation 
15 fitter for Bedlam, than to be direted by a Convocation: 
whereas the Difficulties occaſioned by the Changes and Revo- 
lutions of Government , eſpecially when a rightful Prince 
is diſpoſſeſſed, and another ſetled in his Throne, are very 
t, and worthy of the determination of a Convocation 
to dire& Mens Conſciences in ſuch caſes ; and which is the moſt 
probable account of this matter, let every one judge. 

2dly, When the Convocation ſpeaks of the Settlement of 1lle- 
gal Powers, which began by Ambition and Rebellion, it is ma- 
nifeſtly unreaſonable, unleſs it had been expreſſed, to expound 
this of a Legal Settlement, by acquiring a new Legal Right. 
Settlement, I grant, as our Author ſays, is a Term of Law, and 
uſed by Lawyers of a Legal Settlement, and muſt always in 
reaſon be underſtood fo in Law, when the contrary is not ex- 
preſſed ; but yet a firm and ſtable poſſeflion wichout Right, 
muſt be confeſſed, to be a Settlement too, though not a right- 
ful Settlement : | f ſe, our Author will not deny, but that 
the Government wasſertled in fa&t under the Three Heweries, tho? 
in his ſenſe it was not a Legal Settlement. 

Now as it is reaſonable in Law, to underſtand a Settlement of 
a Legal Settlement, when the contrary is not expreſſed, becauſe 
the Law muſt ſpeak of ſuch Settlements as are according to Law; 
ſo for the ſame reaſon, when the Convocation ſpeaks of the Set- 


tlement of Powers, which ave againft Law, it muſt be _—_ 
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ſtood of the Settlement of Poſſeflion, not of Right, unleſs this 
had been expreſſed ; for the A way of ſctling illegal 


Powers is by Poſſeflion, not by Right, and that ever ſuch Pow- 
ers be afterwards legally ſerled is a great accident, and therefore 
the natural and obvious expoſition of Settlement in fuch Caſes, is 
a Settlement of Poſſeflion ; and it argues great perverſene(s of 
mind to reject that ſence of the Word, which is proper to the 
Subje& to which it is applied, for ſuch a Sence as is forreign 
and unnatural. : 

Ic is plain, that the Right and Settlement of Government are 
two very different things, for they may be parted ; the firſt re- 
lates to the Title, the ſecond tothe ſetled Poſleflion, and Exer- 
ciſe of Government : and whenever a rightful King is diſpol- 
ſeſlſed, our Futhor muſt grant, that his Sectlement is gone, tho? 
not his Right ; and if Right and Settlement may be parted, I 
deſire to know, why there may not be a Settlement without 
Right ; and then 1t is ridiculous to conclude, that Settlement 
muſt always ſignifie Right. 

Nay, the Addition of Thorowgh plainly refers. Settlement to 
Poſſeſſion, and not to Right ; for there are no degrees of Right, 
no more than there are of Truth ; for all Right in this Caſe of 
a Legal Title is Thorough Rite ; but there are degrees of Settle- 
ment, as that ſignifies Poſſeflion ; for Princes may be more or 
leſs ſetled in the Poſleflion and Exerciſe of Government ; which 
is reaſon enough to expound thoroughly ſerled of a thorough ſetled 
poſſeſſion of Power, and Authority, or a compleat and perfet 
Adminiſtration of the Government. 

34ly, Let us conſider what our Author makes neceſlary to the 
thorough Setclement of ſuch Powers as begin by Uſarpation oc 
Rebellion, and try what ſenſe it will make of what the Conwoca- 
ton lays. 

Now he tells us, That a Right ro a Government may be acquired, 
by the death or cefſion of the Perſon in whom the Right was : and thu 
(he ſays) is the caſe : In this Chapter the Convocation mentions ſeveral 
Variations of Government, as to the Forms, Ariſtocracy and Democra- 
cy ; and as to the ambitions encroaching of Kmgs upon their Neigh- 
bours.; and particularly the Furr Monarchies, end the King of Baby- 
lon upon the Jews: All which reſpettrve Governments ; tho' they were 
begun by Rebellion, Ambition, and unlawful means(which the Conveca- 
tion condemns) yet afterwards they became lawful Governments, and 
bad ſuch 4 right to the reſpetirve Governments they did poſſeſi : and 
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this is to be n—__ ſetled, To the death and ceflion of the 
perſon in whom the Right was, he adds in another place, wher 
the right to the Government # acquired by preſcription, and that # a 
long and uninterrupted poſſeſſion joyned with the conſent of the people ; 
that is, a poſſeſſion of an hundred Years, as he has learnt from jz; "Tr 
Biſhop Buckeridge. So that to make a legal ſettlement of a Go- 
vernment illegally begun, the righttul Prince, and all his Heirs, 
muſt die, or reſign up their Government to the Ulſurper ; or 
the Uſurper and his Heirs muſt reign about an hundred Years, 
and then he may come to be a legal King ; though this ſertle- 
ment by _ I do not well underſtand. For ſuppoſe the 
Uſurper ſhould have an uninterrupted poſſeflion of an hundred 
Years, will this make him a rightful King without the dearth or 
ceſſion of the whole _ Family ? If it will, how does the Roy- 
al Family come to loſe their right by an uſurped poſſeflion of 
their Throne? for how long ſoever it has been, it is an uſur- 
pation ſtill, and the right is ſtill in them: and if an uſurpation 
will deſtroy their right, why not a ſhort uſurpation, as well as 
a long one ? for it is all but uſurpation ſtill: and how will our 
Author juſtifie the people in conſenting, that ſuch an uſurper 
ſhould reign, while their rightful King is living ? or how long 
muſt the uſurper reign before the people muſt conſent to it ? 
and how long muſt he reign afterwards with their conſent, 
| before he comes to be rhoroughly ſetled as a lawful King ? or if 
the lawful King muſt die, or refign his Crown to ſettle the n- 
ſurper, what need of fo long a preſcription ? ſince he tells us, 
that a poſſeſſory Right us ſomething, and where there u no better, that 
oug bt to carry it ; and the concluſion from bence w thu : That any 
perſon (by what means ſoever) gaining the peſſeſſion of the Throne, 
of there be no better claims again#t him, then be hath a right to it, and Jia. p. rg. 
then and not till then he # througbly ſetled. So that according to 
my underſtanding, this preſciption ſignifies nothing. If there 
be no body, that has a better claim to the Crown, poſſeflion 
gives a right: if there be, I defire to know of our Author, whe- 
ther an hundred years poſleflion is a good right againſt a bet- 
rer claim ; or how this better claim comes to expire after an 
hundred years uſurpation ? But however, we will take it all to- 
gether, and ſee what can be made of it. 

Now I obſerve, 1. That all the C:nvocation ſays, relates to 
the viſible and aQual alterations of Governments and Gover- 
nours, and tranſlation of Kingdoms, brought about by the wicked 
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"neſs of men , but diſpoſed by the divine foreſight and providence to ac- 


compliſh hs own wiſe counſels. Now this is matter of 'fa&, not 
of right, unleſs all alterations of Government are rightful and 
legal : and -therefore the ſettlement of ſuch alteratious is an 
aQual not a legal ſettlement of them. And this brings the 
Diſpute to matter of ſenſe ; for if ſuch alterations of Go- 
vernment and tranſlation of Kingdoms may he made and ſet- 
led without the death or ceflion of the rightful King , and 
without the preſcription of an hundred years, then the death 
or ceflion of the King , or a long preſcription cannar be ne- 
ceſſary to the ſettlement, the Convocation ſpeaks of ; for there 
may be an actual and viſible ſettlement without it, which is 
all that is required to .an actual and viſible tranſlation of King- 
doms ; and that is all the Convocation intended. And he who 
will venture to ſay, that a new Prince can't be actually and vi- 
ſibly ſecled in the Throne , while the old rightful King is 
living and makes his claim, ſhall diſpute by himſelf for me. 

2/3. The Convocation expreſly teaches, that the Authority, 
which is God's Authority, and muſt be reverenced and obey- 
ed, when ſuch Alterations are throughly ſetled, is the Authority, 
which « unjuſtly gotten, or wrung by force from the true and law- 
ful poſſeſſor : and then it is plain, it is not a legal Authority by 
the death or ceſſion of the rightful King ; for we are to obey it, 
as God's Authority, though it be wrung by force from the 
true and lawful poſſeſſor ; and though the preſent poſſeſfor 
ſhould have no other viſible Title to it, but ſuch unjuft force. 
The words are theſe : The Authority either ſo unjuſtly gotten, or 
wrung by force from the true and Lowfal poſſeſſor, being always God's 
Authority (and therefore receiving no impeachment by the wickedneſs 

theſe that bawve it) w ever (when any ſuch alterations are throughly 
fetled) to be reverenced and obeyed, &c. Now let any man, 
who underſtands Grammar, conſtrue this otherwiſe, if he can. 
What Authority is that, which muft be obeyed and reverenced ? 
It is (fays the Convocation) the Authority unjuſt gotten, or rung 
by force, from the true and lawfal poſſeſſor ; and therefore not a new 
legal Authoricy gained by dearth or ceſſion, or a long preſcription. 
What 'is God's Authority, which we muſt obey? Ir is no other, 
than the Authority unjuſtly gotten, or wrung by force, &Cc. which oan 
recerve no impeachment by the wickedneſs of thoſe, who have it. By 
what wickedneſs ? their wicked and ungodly and violent means 
of getting and Having it : for tho Convocation ſpeaks of no _ 

wicked- 
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wickedneſs, but the wickedneſs of Ulurpation : fo that we muſt 
obey the Authority, becauſe it is Gods, even when men have 
ie wickedly, and therefore before they have acquired any new 
legal Title to it. 

And this I think plainly proves, that the ſertlement, the Con- 
vocation (peaks of, is not a legal ſettlement, for chat would make 
the Auchority legal, whereas theſe Alcerations may be throughly 
ſetled, whileſt the Authority exerciſed in ſuch new Governments 
15 unjuſtly and wickedly got and poiſcfſed. This, I think, if 
our Author be not very unreaſonable, is enough to juſtifie my 
firſt Aſertion, That the Convocation [heaks of illegal and uſurped 
Powers, and yet affirms the Authority exerciſed by them is God s Au- 
thority, and therefore thoſe Princes, who have no legal Right, may 
have God's Authority. 

I proceeded to prove the ſame thing from other teſtimonies 
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out of the Convocation Book. For they reach , that the Lord (inCelt of 4t- 
advancing Kings to their Thrones) :s wot bownd by thoſe Laws 8: 2-6. 


which be preſcribeth others to obſerve, and therefore commanded Febu 
4 ſubjeft to be anointed King over Iſrael to puniſh the ſins of Ahab 
and Jezebel, (p. 46.) And the Lord both may and is able to over- 
throw any Kings or Emperors , notwithſtanding any claim, Right, 
Title, or Interett, which they can challenge to their Conntreys, Kmg- 
doms, or Empires. Theſe Paſſages our Awthor has thoughe fit to 
take no notice of ; for if they do not prove God's Sovereign 
Authority, to remove and pull down the moſt righttul Kings, 
and give his Authority to thoſe, who have no right, and place 
chem in the Thrones of thoſe, who have the right, there 15 no 
ſenſe to be made of them. | 
Our Author's hypotheſis is as dire a contradiction to this, as 
words can make tt : for if no Prince can have God's Authority, 
nor muſt be obeyed, unleſs he have a legal Right, either an old 
Hereditary Right, or a new Acquired Right, by the death or 
ceflion of the. Royal Family, or by a long preſcription ; then 
God is bound to thoſe Laws in advancing Kings, which he preſcribes 
ro others ; that is, to adhere to Humane Rights : then God may 
ner evertbrow any Kings or Emperors, who challenge their Countries, 
King doms, or Empires, by any juft Claim, Right, Tule, or Intere#t. 
Then he cannot ſer up any Kings,or Emperors,who have no juſt 
right and clainz, For he cannot unmake a rightful King, it he 
cannot ablolve Subjects from their Allegiance ; nor make a 
King wichout a legal Right, if he cannot give him his Autho- 
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rity, and transfer the Allegiance of SubjeRs to him. God can 
remove the Man by death, but cannot unmake the King, unleſs 
heunmake himſelf by reſigning his Crown ; He can ſet a Man 
upon the Throne, but cannot make a King of him, without the 
leave of the Right Heir, under an hundred years preſcription: 
Where-ever our Author learnt this Dodrine, I am ſure, this Con- 
vocation never taught ic him. 

Toconfirm this, I obſerved, that the Conwecation teaches, that 
Obedience was due to ſuch Kings, as never could have any legal 
Right to the Government of Iſrael; as the Kings of the Moabites 
and Aramites, of egypt and Babylon, and yer ſays, that the 1i- 
raclices knew, that it was not lawful for them of themſelves, and by 
their own Authority, to take Arms again#t the Kings, whoſe Sub- 
jects they were, though indeed they were Tyrants, And that it bad 
not been lawful for Ahud to have killed King Eglon, had be not 
fir Ft been made by God, the Fudge, Prince, and Ruler of the People. 

On the other hand our Author affirms, that all theſe Kings 
had a legal Right; and were legal Powers ; and that it appears 
in all and every one of the Inſtances the Convocation gives of Go» 
vernment, to which they ſay obedience is due, that theſe Governments , 
bad ſuch a Right. This is a bold Undertaker, unleſs he only play 
with equivocal words ; and that I believe is the truth. of the 
matter ; for ſuch legal Rights, as he has found for theſe Prin- 
ces, will quickly tranſubſtantiate all uſurped Powers into legal 
Governments. \A\ 

Bute our firſt Inquiry is, What the Convocation thought of 
theſe Kings ; as for inſtance, the Kings of the Aramites and 
Moabites, who ruled over and oppreſſed Jrael ; whether they 
thought them the legal and rightful Kings of Iael ; they call 
indeed the Iſraelites, their SubjefFs, as our Author obſerves ; and 
from thence proves, that theſe Kings had a legal power over 
Iſrael ; but the miſchief is, that the Convocation ir expreſs 
words owns them to be only Kings de fa#o, to whom they 
were in ſubjetion, and teaches, that if any man ſhall affirm, . 
that any perſon, born a Subjef, and affirming by all the Arguments, 
which Wit or Learning could deviſe, that God bad called him to mur- 
ther the King de facto, under whom be lived; yea, though be ſhould 
fir ft have procured himſelf to be proclaimed and anointed King, as 
Adonijah did, and ſhould afterwards bave laid wiolent hands upon 
bis Maſter, ought therefore to be believed of any that feared God, he 
doth greatly err. Which is ſpoke with reference to Abud's kil- 
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ling King Eglon, who it ſeems, was but a King de Fa#o, in the 
judgment of the Convocation ; and, I ſuppoſe, our Author knows 
what a King de Fao ſignifies, in oppoſition to a King de Fure, 
one who is King without a legal Right: and yet the Convocats- 
on aſſerts that ſuch Kings de Fafo muſt not be murdered by 
ow Subjects ; which is an expreſs Determination againſt our 
Amnthor, 

Let us now ſee what legal Right and Title our Author has 
found, for the Kings of the Aramtes, and Moabites, and Babyb- 
nians over Iſrael ; and for all the four Monarchies, which were 
ſucceſlively Ere&ed with the moſt manifeſt Violence and Ulur- p,g/;,;,,, 
pation : And that is, the Submiflion both of Prince and People, p. 2. 
which he ſays, I grant, givesa legal Right ; whereas I only ſaid, 
That the Submiſſion of the Prince might be thought neceſſary to tranſ- 
= a legal Right ; which I think differs a little from granting it 

oes 1o. 

The truth is, our Author is here blunder'd for want of clear 
and diſtin Notions of what he writes, and impoſes upon him- 
ſelf and others with ambiguous Terms ; which if they were 
truly ſtated, would clear all theſe Difficulties. 

Legal Powers ſignifie ſuch Powers as are according to Law ; 
- but then there aredifferent kinds of Laws, and when we ſpeak 
of legal Powers, unleſs we agree by what Law we call them Le- 
gal, we ſhallnever underſtand one another. ; 

Now we may underſtand Legal, either with reſpe& to the 
Laws of Nature, the Laws of Nations, or the Laws and Conſti- 
. tutions of a particular Nation or Kingdom ; and in this laſt 
ſence Legal is underſtood by all Men, who underſtand them- 
ſelves, in this Controverſie of legal Powers; that thoſe only are /e- 
gal Powers, who have the righttul Authority of Government ac- 
cording to the Laws and Conſtitutions of the Kingdom which 
they govern : This is the reaſon of the Diſtin&tion berween a 
King de Fure and de Fafo, which relates to the particular Laws 
and Conſtitutions of the Kingdom ; a King de Fure is a right- 
ful King by the Laws of the Land ; a King de Fatto, whatever 
other Right he may have, is not righttully and lawtully poſlef- 
ſed of the Crown, by the Laws of Succeflion .proper to that 
Kingdom. And it our Author will take the Controverſie off of 
this Bottom, and diſpute only about legal Powers in general, 
we will then admit his Plea of Submiſlion, and joyn iſſue wich 
him upon that Point, 
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And this is all the Myſtery I intended, when I affirmed, that 
the Meabites and Hr amrites, e Egyptians and Bebylonians, could not 
have « kgel and natural Right to Govern Iſrael ; that is, that by 
the Contiiturions of the. Fewiſh Commonwealth, they could noe 
give. the Power of the Government to a Stranger, nor fer up a- 
Prince over them, who was not of their Brethren ; and there- 
fore no Strangers, neither Aramites nor Moabites, could be their 

al Kings. As for their Submiſſion, when under Force, ic 
ſhall be conſidered preſently. 

This made me ſmile to ſte how he was concerned to ward 
off a Blow, which was never intended bim ; for ſince the [re- 
elites did ſubmit to the Aramites and Adoabites, &c. and accord- 
ing to our Authwr, Submiſſion gives a legal Right, he could not 
imagine why Iaid, that thoſe Nations never could have a legal 
Right to the Government of J7ael, unleſs it were, becauſe God 
was at that time their Soveraign, and He did not ſubmit ; and the 
Submiflion of the Soveraign, as well as of the People, is neceſſa- 
ry to give a legal Right: And now he had ftarted an ObjeRion, 
which he knew not what to do with ; and his Anſwer is as ex- 
travagant as the Obje&ion ; for he has found out ſomething, 
which he thinks equivalent to God's Submiſlion to the Aramites 
and Moabites, and that is, that God delivered them into their bands : 
What then ? did God reſign his Government of Jae! into the 
hands of the Aramites and Moabites, and quit his Right and Claim 
to the Government of them ? Speffatum admiſſ 

But to proceed: I will grant this Author , that legal Powers 
may be underſtood in a larger Notion, as that may be ſaid to 
be Legal, which is agreeable to the Laws of Nature or Nations ; 
and in this ſence, Submiflion may make a legs! King of him, ' 
who, according to the Laws of the Land, can be only a K 
de Faf#o. This is worth conſidering, and: therefore I ſhall brief 
ly explain it : | 

In a State of Nature, wherein we muſt ſappoſe all Men free 
from any Government, but that of Parents, and Heads of Fa- 
milies, (which how far it extended before Civil Governments 
were formed, we cannot tell) they were at liberty to give up 
the Government of themſelves to whom they pleaſed ; and this 
made ſuch Perſons their lega) and rightful Princes and Gover- 
nours by the Law of Nature: For Men who are free, may give 
the Government of themſelves to another, and if they may do 
this, their doing it is a Law to themſelves. 


Eſpecially | 
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Eſpecially Nature teaches this, When Men are over-poawered 


by Force, and muſt either ſubmit to the Government, or ſuffer 
the Vengeance and Fury of an Ulurping Nimrod ; for Nature 
reaches us to preſerve ourſelves, and therefore juſtifies whatever 
may be lawfully done to preſerve ourſelves ; and in a State of 
Nature Men may part with their Liberty, and ſubmic to be 
governed by another ; and ſuch a Submiſſinn, wich relpe& to 
themſelves, gives a Right ; for it is a voluntary Conſent, tho' 
extorted by Force, as all Aforai;fts allow ſuch a mixt Choice 
and Eleftion to be. 

But it will be ſaid, This is nothing to us, who are at ſuch a 
diftance from. the firſt Original of Government : this can be 
done but once ; for when we have given up ourſelves to the 
Government of another, we have given away our Liberty to 
chuſe for ourſelves. 

Right ! unleſs we fall into a State of Nature and Liberty a- 
gain, or ſomething like it ; which may be done many ways, 
but I ſhall name but one, and that is in caſe of a new. prevailing 
Force; that is, with reſpe& to a Kingdom, when Prince and 
People are conquered, for then the Government is at an end, 
and they are as much at liberty to ſubmit to a Conquering 
Prince, as they were in the State of Nature ; for every Diſlolu- 
tion of Government muſt ſo far reſtore us to the State and Li- 
berties of Nature, as to provide for ourſelves ; or if the Prince 
be ered, and driven out of his Kingdom, and the People 
in the Power of the Conqueror, they are as perfealy at liberty 
to ſubmit to the new Conqueror, as they were before to ſubmit 
to their o)d Prince, or his Anceſtors ; with reſpe& to private 
Subjeas, when their Prince or the Government of the Nation 
is violently Changed, and they are as much under the Force and 
Power of the new Prince, or new Government, as they could 
be under a conquering Prince, who had Conquered both King 
and People : for Force will juſtifie Submiflion, and then it is 
much the ſame thing from what quarter the Force comes : when 
a Man is under the power of a new Government, which he can- 
not reſiſt, and which willnot prote& him, nay, which will un- 
do and ruine him, if he will not ſubmit, it is all one to him, 
with reſpe& to his Submiflion, as if both his King and Country 
were abſolutely conquered. 

Though we live under a ſettled Government, yet if we hap- 


pen to fall into the hands of Thieves and Robbers, where the 
Govern- 
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Government can't prote& us, we may very innocently for our 
own preſervation, promiſe and {wear to them ſuch things, as ar®© 
againſt the Laws of the Land, and which it would be unlawful 
for us to do in other circumſtances ; and then I think with great- 
er reaſon, if the Government cannot prote&t itſelf, nor its Sub- 
jets, from a greater Force, Subjects are at liberty to ſhift for 
themſelves, and to ſubmit to the greater Power ; for our Obli- 
gations to human Government are reaſonably ſuppoſed to ex- 
cept the caſe of a greater force, fince ſuch Obligations can laſt 
no longerthan the Government laſts. Conqueſt is the death and 
diſſolution of the Government, and diſſolves the Contra, as 
the death of either Party does the Marriage-Vow. This is not 
as ſome vainly talk to juſtifie the breach of Oaths and Promiſes 
to ſave ourſelves, and to make Self-preſervation theonly Supreme 
Rule of Good and Evil ; but the diſſolution ef the Government, 
or of the Power of the Prince to prote& himſelf or his Subjes 
in his Government, puts an end to the Obligation of Oaths: for 
in matters of Government, it is an unalterable Right of Nature 
to ſubmit to Force. 

All Men will grant, that no human Laws and Conſtitutions 
are ſo ſacred as the poſitive Laws of God ; I mean that Go- 
vernment and Polity which God himſelf preſcribed to the Chil- 
dren of Iael ; which they were religiouſly bound to obſerve by 
vertue of their Covenant with God ; which certainly was as ſa- 
cred as any Oath. Now theſe Laws did not admit of the Au- 
thority and Government of Strangers, but expreſly forbad it ; 
that had-they choſe to be governed by any Foreign Prince, they 
had greatly ſinned in it ; but this very Law, as ſacred as it was, 
gave way to neceflity, and when they were conquered by the 
Aramites, or Moabites, or any other Nation, it was no fault to 
ſubmit co them. And if Force would juſtifie this in the I1/ae- 
kites, who had God for their King, and were obliged by their 
Covenant with him to accept of no Forreign Prince to govern 
them ; it is hard if it will not juſtifie the Subjets of Human 
Governments, (moſt of which were at firſt founded in meer 
Force) whatever their Oaths or Obligations be, to ſubmit to 
a new and greater Force. 

And this givesa ſufficient Anſwer to what our Author adds in 
the place laſt quoted : That God's being che King of Ir ael,would 
be an argument againſt their ſubmiſſion ; for the Dottor tells us, That 
where God entails the Crown, (he refers to what I ſay about Fo- 
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ſh and Athaliah, of which more anon) the people were not to ſub- 
mit to an Uſurper, if the right Heir was alive; and therefore much 
more where God himſelf was their King, (as it God were not the 
King of Trae/, when he ſer Kings over them) and then ſurely they 
might lawfully reſiſt theſe Kings, whoſe Subjefts they were not, nor 
could be, and they needed no ejpectal Commiſſim or Direttion to deſtroy 
the Uſurpers, as Ahud did Eglon ; but they migbt nay they were bound 
ro do it, as Jehoiada flew Athaliah. For I hope Obd s Entail « not 
of greater force than his own immediate Government. $0 that either 
therr ſubmiſſion transferreg a legal Right ,or elſe their ſubmiſſion was a ſin. 

This looks like ſomething very deep, but it is fo very a no- 
thing, that I cannot deviſe what he would be at : Would he 
prove, that God was not the King of [/rae/, againſt the Scriptures, 
who ſay he was? Or would he prove, that the [/raelites ought 
not to have ſubmitted to the Moabites, but have had all their 
Throats cut by a vain oppoſition ? Or would he prove againſt 
the Convocation, that they were not the Subjects of King Eglon, 
but any [ſraelite might have killed him without any ſuch Com- 
miſſion from God, as Abud had ? Whatever he intendsto prove, 
if he knows that himſelf; yet as far as I am concerned, it is no 
more but this: That while che Iraelites were under no Forreign 
Force, but had liberty to live by their own Laws, they were 
bound to make him their Prince, on whom God had entailed 
the Crown ; while they were under Force, they might do as 
they could, and ſubmit to the Conqueror, which ſubmiflion 
could not give thoſe Uſurpers a Legal Right, according to the 
Laws and Conſtitutions of the Fewsſh Common-wealth, but ac- 
cording to the Laws of Nature, which allow ſubmiſſion unto a 

Conquerour, it did, 

' Now if the Lawsof Nature, when we are under the Prote- 
&ion of no Government,allow us to ſubmit to Force and Power ; 
chen call ict Conquelit, or what you will, when I am under no 
Protection, and under Force, I am at liberty co ſubmit, what- 
ever my former Obligations were ; and I become as firmly and 
entirely bound to ſuch a new Power, as ever I was to the moſt 
Legal Prince. | 

Thus tar the Laws of Nature gotowards making a Legal King, 
a 1 this is conirmed by the Laws of Nations, which are no- 
thing elſe but received Cuſtoms and Ulages, agreeable to the 
Laws of Nature, ard right Reaſon : Now though different Na- 


tions have different Laws of Succefiton to the Crown, yet ns 
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ſeem all to agree inthis, That he is the King, who is in poſle{- 
fion of the Throne, with the conſent and ſubmiſſion of the 
People. The conſent and ſubmiſflion of the Peoples, turn that, 
which was originally no more but Force, into a Civil and Le- 
gal Authority, by giving themſelves up to the Government of 
the Prince. | . | 

By this means Kingdoms and Empires are transferred, and 
Princes gain a*Right to thoſe Thrones, to which they had no 
antecedent Right. When God intends to pull down one King, 
and ſet up another, he gives ſucceſs to the riſing Prince, puts the 
Nation into his hands, and fo orders it, that by Force and Pow- 
er, or other Arts, he obtains their conſent and ſubmiflion, and 
then he is their King, and is inveſted with God's Authority ; e- 
ſpecially when he is viſibly ſerled in the Throne by the united 

rength and power of the Kingdom. 

Upon theſe terms, I ſuppoſe, our Author and I may very well 
agree ; that the Convocation does allow ſuch Governments, as 
were begun by wicked means, when they are througbly ſetled te 
become legal and rightful Powers, not by the Laws of che Land, 
but by the conſent and ſubmiſſion of the People, and the Au- 
thority of God, wherewith they are inveſted : This I owned 
before, that the diſtin&ion between Kings de Fare, and de FaFo, 
related only tothe Laws of the Land, for upon other accounts, 
thoſe Kings who are ſet up by God, and have his Authority, are 
=_— Kings ; that is, ſo rightful, that our Obedience is due to 
them. 

Butthis is all ſhufMiing and playing with words ; for the ſingle 
Queſtion is, Whether the Conwocation by, throughly ſetled, means, 
that ſuch Governments as are begun by Ulurpation or Rebelli- 
en, or other wicked means, cannot be rhrowgbly ſerled, till they 
acquire a legal Right by the Laws of the Land ; which he ſays 
muſt be by the death or ceflion of the rightful King, or by a 
long Preſcription : now this I ſay, the Convocation could not 
mean, as appears by the Inſtances they give of ſuch Powers. 
For the Aramites and Moabites could never, by the Conſtitution 
of the Fewiſh Commonwealch, be the legal and rightful Kings 
of Ifrael: and a Common-wealth where there is a perpetual 
Succeflion of Perſons in whom the ordinary Power reſides, can 
never die,nor laſe their claim tothat Power,which is given them 
by God, thongh they might ſubmit when under Force ; fo that 
here was neither Death nor Ceſion, and they were far from _ 

uch 
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ſuch a Preſcription, as our Author makes neceſſary to give ſuch Pow- 
ers a Legal Right, and this anſwers all his other inſtances, where 
he argues only from the term lawful. 

Now if ſubmiflion in ſuch Caſes will give a Right to our Obe- 
- dience in contradiction to the Laws of the Land ; that which ju- » 
ſtified the ſubmiflion of 1rael, will juſtifie the ſubmiition of any o- 
ther People to a prevailing Power, and will give ſuch Powers as 
good a Right, asthe Aramites and Moabites could challenge to Ifrael. 

All chat can be ſaid here, I think, is this : That by ſubmiſlion, 
which gives a legal Right, our Author means the ſubmiſſion and ac- gngy, p, 
knowledg ment of thoſe in whom the Right is : That is to ſay, the ſub- 
miffion of the People does not give.a legal Right, butthe ſubmiſſion 
of the King does. 4 . 

7. But for anſwer to this, in the firſt place I deſire to know, 
what ſubmiſſion of the King it is, that gives a legal Right 2 Is 
{wearing Allegiance a ſubmiſſion and acknowledgment 2 What be- 
came then of the Right of the Houſe of Jrk, when the Duke of 
York (wore Allegiance to Henry IV.? is yielding to Force and 
Power, quitting the Adminiſtration of the Government, and lea- 
ving the Throne, cho' with an intention to recover it again, when 
he can, a ſubmiſſion ? If it be, does not a King fo far ſubmit, when 
he leaves his Country, without any legal Authority of Govern- 
ment, and leaves his People in the hands of a prevailing Prince ? 
Is not this as much a ſubmiflion, as if he had ſtayed at home, and 
laid aſide his Crown, and ſubmitted to a private Life, without re- 
nouncing his Right and future Claim ; but if nothing be a ſubmil- 
ſion, but renouncing his Right, and making a formal Reſignation 
and Conveyance of Power, I deſire to know, how our Author will 
' prove, that the [#aelites thus ſubmitted to the Aramites and Moa- 
bites ? Or what other ſubmiſſion they made, but a bare yielding 
to Force and Power ? What other Tubmiflion did the King, and 
Princes, and People of F«dab make to the King of Babylon, when 
they were carried away Captives to Babylon ? And yet their ſub- 
miſſion our Author confeſſes gave a legal Right. | 

24ly, Can the ſubmiflion of the King give a legal Right to the 
Crown, without the ſubmiſſion of the People ? If nor, it ſeems the 
People may have ſome right, if not to Government, yer to give a- 
way the Government of themſelves. If the conſent and ſubmiffi- 
on of a People can make a King, when they have none, why can: 
it notdo ſo, when they are under a new Force and Power, which 
is the ſame ſtate, as if they had no King ? tor Power has an imme- 
diace effe, and will admir of no delays. D 3dly, 
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31y, Cannot every private Man, or any City or Garriſon, when 
they are overpowered, and cannot be relieved by their Prince, ſub- 
mit for themſelves to the Conqueror, without the ſubmiſſion of 
their Kings ? and do they not by ſuch a ſubmiſſion, according to 
the Laws of Nations, become the Subjects of the Conquerour, ill 
they are retaken? And why cannot a whole Nation in the ſame 
circumſtances do the ſame thing, though the King has eſcaped, and 
does not, and will not ſubmit tothe Conqueror ? 

4ly, For has a Nation no Right, when the King is gone, 
to preſerve themſelves by making the beſt terms they can wich 
the new Powers 2 Muſt they ask leave of their Prince , whether 
they ſhall continue a Nation®, when he is gone ? Whetherthey 
ſhall ſubmit to a new Prince, when he can prote& them no longer ? 
All Mankind have this natural Right to fubmit for their own pre- 
ſervation, and need ask no Princes leave to do it. 

I urge all this only to ſhew, that there are ſuch Caſes, wherein 
Subjects may*ſubmit without the ſubmiſſion of their Prince, and 
when they do ſo, it gives that Prince a Right to govern them ; 
for they have made themſelves his Subjets, and if the Caſc is ſuch, 
wherein they might lawfully do it, they confer a lawful Right, 
though they cannot extinguiſh their former King's Claim by it, who 
has not ſubmitted. 

5h, For what will our Author ſay to the ſubmiflion of Faddas 
and the Fews to Alexander, while Darizs was living, whoſe Syb- 
jeRs they were, and who had not ſubmitted ? and yet they aſſert, 
that by this means Alexander gained a lawful Authority over them, 
and that they owed all the Duty and Obedience to Alexander, 
which they formerly had dene to the Kings of Babylon and Perſia, 
(Can. 31. Pag: 67.) and then according to this Convocation the ſub- 
miflion of Subjes, without the ſubmiſſion of the King, gives a 
lawful Authority. 

" Our Author is much troubled about this Story of Faddas and 4- 
kxander, and ſpends ſeveral Pages to confute Foſephws, who is the 
only Relator of it. I will not engage in this Quarrel, the Vindi- 
cation of Foſephws as to this Story, being undergaken by a more 
learned Pen, as I ſuppoſe our Author will know, before he will 
ſee this. But this I muſt ſay, that if chey part with this Story, 
they loſe ſo glorious a Teſtimony (as they ſea to account it) to 
the indiſpenſable obligation of an Oath of Allegiance, whike the 
King to whom we have ſworn Allegiance lives, whether he be in 
poſſeſlion or out of it, that they will not find the like again in any 

Records 


late Caſe of ALLEGIANCE, &. 


Records of Time: but it ſeems they are ſenſible Jaddws confuted their 
ſenſe of ic himſelf, by ſubmitting ro Alexa$der, notwichſtanding his 
Oath of —_ while Darizs was living, and now they are willing 
to part with it. 


ell, but as he himſelf obſerves ; the Diſpute is not, whether the ;;4, p.1r, 


Story be true or falſe, but whether the Convocation believed it : for if 
they believed the Story true, by their Judgment on the caſe, we may 
know what their ſenſe was about this matter. 

This he grants, but ſays likewiſe, That their ſenſe i not to be extended 
beyond their words ; and this I grant : nor are they to be made parties to 
any more of the ſtory, than they have inſerted in their Book. But this I 
deny ; for if they believed any of the Story upon Foſephw's Authority, 
by che ſame reaſon they muſt believe all ; and if they paſs their 
Judgment on a matter of fa&, ſuch wiſe Men ought to be preſumed 
ro judge upon the whole matter of fa ; eſpecially when different cir- 
cumſtances will alter the nature of the Action. 

According to our Athor's Opinion, it makes a great difference in 
Faddw's ſubmiſſion to Alexander, whether Darias were living or dead: 
And can we think ſuch wiſe Men as made up that Convocation, ſhould 
not conſider this ? though, as he ſays, they take no notice of it : And 
if they did conſider it, and took their Story from Foſephas, (and ir 
ſeems by him, they could have it from no other Author) it is plain, 
they muſt believe Darizs to be living, when Faddws, who was his 
Subje&, and had ſworn Allegiance to him, notwithſtanding this ſub- 
mitted to Alexander : which Gown what their Opinion was, 'That Sub- 
jets, who had ſworn Allegiance to their Prince, might yet, when un- 
der Force, as Faddus was, become the Subjeats of another prevailing 
Prince. 

What he mentions concerning 7addw's Anſwer to Alexander, I an- 
ſwered before in The Caſe of Allegiance, p. 8. and he has not thought 
fit to make any Reply to it. 


But he adds, Granting the Story true, it w not to the purpoſe, it « urged Thid. p.12+ 


for : that is, it will not juſtifie a Subje& under an Oath of Allegiance 
to ſubmit to another Prince, while his own King is living ; and his 
reaſon for it is this : Joſephus rells us, That God appeared ro Jaddus in a 
Dream, and warned him to ſubmit to Alexander, and to meet bim in that 
ſolemn manner he did : ſo that this is a ſingular and exempt Caſe, and falls 
within the circumſtances of Jehu and Ahud. I Twas always the Cu- 
ſftom in the Jewiſh Church, in Caſes of great extremity and emergency, to 
have recourſe to God for ſome expreſs Revelation, what they ſhould do. And 
here Jolephus tells as, were all the Preparations to it : they faſted and prayed, 
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and the next Night God appeared to Jaddus, (however, as we have the Story 
from Joſephus, ſo we muſt take all from bim, and he tells expreſly that God 
appeared to bim) and ordered him ſo to do, and God's appearing and Com- 
mand ſtands upon the ſame Authority with all the reft of the Story. And 
then it is wholly beſides the purpoſe it # _—_— : For there is @ wide dif- 
ference between atting by common and ſtanding Rules, and by expreſi Revela- 
tion. And if theſe Gentlemen will ſhew us any expreſs Revelation for what 
they do, as Jaddus bad, then they ſay ſomething ; but till they can ſhew 
that, ths Example - 4 Jaddus, if it were true, will do them no ſervice. 

We are now diſputing about the ſenſe of the Convocation, and there- 
fore muſt remember, that the Convocation does not aflign this reaſon, 
why Faddws, after his Oath to Darizs, ſubmitted to Alexander ; for they 
make no doubt at all about che lawfulneſs of his ſubmiſſion, and there- 
fore never inquire into the reaſon of it, which they thought viſible e- 
nough in the force he was under. But I willtake no advantage of this, 
if he will but remember it, when we come to the Caſe of Feboiada and 
Athaliah. © 

But the Anſwer to all this is plain : For as Foſephas tells the Story, 
Faddu never queſtioned, whether it were lawful for him to ſubmit 
to Alexander, when he was coming with a great Force to Feruſalem ; 
but his care was, how he might atone for his former contumacy, by 
an early ſubmiſſion 3 and the Prayers and Sacrifices hecommanded the 


Zoſb.11. People to offer, were not to beg God's diretion, whether he ſhould 
cap. 8. 


ſubmit to Alexander or not, for that he was determined to do, but 
that God would be favourable to his People, and deliver them from 
the imminent danger they were in, from a provoked Conquerour ; 
and when God is ſaid to appear to him in his Dream, he anſwered 
no queſtion about the lawfulneſs of ſubmitting to Alexander, but dire&- 
ed him, how to do itin ſuch a manner, as ſhould prevent the threatned 
danger : that he ſhould appear in his Pontificial Attire, in which, it 
ſeems, God himſelf had formerly appeared to Alexander, and promiſed 
him ſucceſs over the Perſians, by which Alexander knew, that he was 
the Prieſt of that God, to whom he owed his Victories, and this 
made him worſhip the High Prieſt, and ſhew all kindneſs tothe Fewiſh 
Nation. So that Faddus had no Revelation of the lawfulneſs of ſub- 
' mitting © Alexander, nor have we need of any ; but we have che 
Judgment of the Convocarion upon this, which they intended as a 
common and ft anding Rule. 

But the great inſtance our Author depends on, and doubts not to 
carry the Cauſe by it, is the Caſe of Foafh and Athaliab, The Story 
as it is related by the Convocation is this: ROM 
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© After the death of Abaziab King of Fudab, his Mother Athaliah Convacat. 
* findigg his Children all to be very young,kill'd them all but the young: © 23: P- 


* eſt, and reigned by Uſurpation fix Years over the Land. The ſaid ? 


© youngeſt Child (whoſe name was Foaſh) was ſecretly conveyed away 
© by his Aunt Feboſabeth, his Father's Siſter, and Wite to Fehozada the 
© High-Prieſt ; who kept him fo ſecretly in the Temple, as that Arha- 
© liah the Uſurper could never hear of him. Now atter the ſaid fix 
© Years that Foaſh, the true and natural Heir apparent ro the Crown, 
© had been ſo brought up, hethe ſaid Zeboiada, being the King's Uncle, 
* and the chief Head or Prince of his Tribe, ſent through Zudah for 
© the Levites and chief Fathers both of Fudah and Benjamin, to come 
"unto him to Feruſalem ; who accordingly repairing thither, and be- 
* ing made acquainted by him wich che Preſervation of their Prince, 
© (as is aforeſaid) and that it was the Lord's will that be ſhould reign over 
© them ; they altogether, by a Covenant, acknowledged their Allegi- 
© ance unto him, as unto their Jawful King ; and ſo diſpoſed of things, 
© as preſently after he was Crowned and Anointed ; which dutitul 
© Office of Subjects being performed, they apprehended the Ulurper A- 
© thaliah and ſlew her, as before it was by the ſaid States reſolved. In 
© all the Proceſs of which Action nothing was done, either by Febos- 
© ada the High-Prieſt, or by the reſt of the Princes or People of Fu- 
© dab and Benjamin, which God himſelf did not require at cheir hands. 
© Foaſh their late King's Son being then their only natural Lord and 
© Soveraign, although Arhaliab kept him ſix Years from che Poſleflion 
© of his Kingdom. 

This is che Story, and their Canen upon it is this : If any Man there- 
fore ſhall affirm, wo that Athaliah did well, in murtherimg her Son's Chil. 
dren, or that Jehoiada and his Wife did amiſs in preſerving the life of their 
King Joaſh ; or that Athaliah was not a Tyrawnical Carper, (the right Heir 
of that Kingdom being alive) or that it was neither lawful for Jehoiada, and 


the reFb of the Princes and Levites and People to have yielded their Subjetti- 


on to their lawful King ; nor having ſo done, and their King being in Poſ- 
ſeſſion of bus Crown, wn fjoyned together for the overthrowmg of Athaliah 
the Uſurper ; or that Jehoiada the High-Prie#t, was wot bound as he was a 
Prie#t, both to inform the Princes and People of the Lord's Promiſe, that Jo- 
aſh ſhould Reign over them, and likewiſe Anoint him, or that this Fatt either 
of the Princes, Prieſts, or People was to be held for a lawful Warrant, for any 
afterward, cither Princes, Prieſts or People to have depoſed any of the Kings 
of Judah, who by right of Succeſſion came to their Crowns, or to have killed 
them for any reſpet# whatſoever, and to have ſet another in their places, ac- 
cording to their own Choice ; or that either thus Example of Jehoiada, or a- 
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wy thing elſe in the Old Teſtament did give then to the High-Prieſt any Au- 
thority to Diſpute, Determine, or Tudge, whether the Children 0 the Kings 
of Judah ſhould either be kept from the Crown, becanſe their Fathers were 1do- 
lators, or being in Poſſeſſion of it , ſhould be depoſed from it in that reſpeF, or in 
any other reſpett whatſoever, be doth greatly err. T have tranſcribed this, 
becauſe we muft have a lictle diſpute about it, and it was fitting the 
Reader ſhould have both the Story and the Canon before him. 

Our Author's Argument frum this Story is this: It # plain the Conwe- 
cation does not conceive, that the Enjoyment of the Crown with all its Digni- 
ries, 8£C. ws that thorough Settlement, to which zs due Subjefion and Obe- 
dience as to God's Authority. Athaliah perſonally enjoyed the Crown with 


| all its Dignities, &C. and all Places of Truft and Power, &c. were in her 


Convocat. 
P- 69. 


hands, and at her diſpoſal, and this alſo for no leſs a time than ſix Years, and 
ins as full and ample a manner, as any Uſurper, or any rightful King ever 
enjoyed them : but for all that the Convocation « ſo far from urging Obedi- 
ence to her, as to God's Authority, that they expreſly juſt ifie the refiſt ing, nay, 
the ſlaying her. And thu us a clear Demonſtration, that by a thorough Set- 
element the Convocaticn does not mean a full Poſſeſſion of Power meerly : for 
they ſay, when a Government 1s fully ſettled, it ought to be obeyed, as God's 
Authority, not only for Fear, but for Conſcience ſake : ' But they ſay alſs, that 
when Athaliah vas fully poſſeſſed of the Throne, ſhe ought not to be obeyed, 
but to be reſifted and ſlain. And the Concluſion from theſe Premiſes is, That 
to be fully poſſeſſed of the Throne, ts not of it ſelf to be ſo throughbly ſettled as 
ro make it God's Authority, and Obedience to become a Duty. 

Now it were ſufficient here to obſerve, that he has not given the 
true Notion of a full and ſertled Poſſeſſion ; for he has left out the prin- 
cipal part of it, as I ſtate it, viz. When the Eſtates of the Realm, and the 
Great Body of the Nation has ſubmitted to ſuch a Prince : Which in the 
Caſe of Antiochws is one thing, the Convocation expreſly makes neceſſa- 
ry to a thorough Settlement, The Government of that Tyrant (Antiochus) 
being not then euth:r generally received by Submiſſion, nor ſetled by Continu- 
ance : though I cannot blame him for this, becauſe the Author, whom 
he anſwers, took no notice of it.; but I muſt blame him for affirm- 
ing, that the Convocation ſay , That when Athaliah was fully poſſeſſed of 
the Throne, ſhe ought not to be obeyed, but to be reſiſted and [lain : tor they 
ſay no ſuch thing, and chough he may imagine this to be the Conſe- 
quence of what they ſay, he ought not therefore to affirm, that they 
faid ir, becauſe he may miſtakE in his Conſequence, and that he has 
done fo, ſhall preſently appear : 

The Convocation ſays not one word of the thorough Settlement of 
Athaliah in the Throne ; but it we may learn the Sence of the Conwe- 
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cation (as this Author concludes we may) from what Biſhop Buckridge, ,,,, p 
a Member of that Convocation, has written in his Defence of Barclay, 27, © 
they did not think her ſettled in che Throne: for when Bellarmin had 
objeted the quiet Poſſeflion of Arhaliah for ſix Years, the Biſhop, as 
chis Author cites him, anſwers, How quiet ſever it was, it was wiolent, 
for ſhe was guarded with Souldiers ; and affirms, that Athaliah had not 
acquired @ Right to the Crown, (I ſuppoſe he means only ſuch a Right 
as a thorough Settlement gives) neither by the Conſent of the People, nor by 
the Preſcription of ſix Years : Six Years were not long enough for a Pre- 
ſcription; which he ſays muſt be a hundred Years ; and the Conſent 
of the People, it ſeems, the had nor, and therefore being a meer Uſurper, 
and no Queen, ſhe might be Depoſed. And thus his whole Argument is 
loſt. And here I muſt obſerve, that the Biſhop allows, as the Convoca- 
tion does, that either the Conſent of the People, or a long Preſcription gives 
a Right ; that is, ſuch a Right as makes Obedience due to Princes 
thus ſettled withour a legal Title : and therefore our Anthor greatly 
prevaricates, when he pretends to give the Biſhop's ſence of a thorough 
Settlement ; that is, when a Right to the Government is acquired by a Pre- 
ſcription, and that is a long and uninterrupted Poſſeſſion, joyned with the Con- 
ſent of the People. The Biſhop diſtinguiſhes berween the Conſent of the 
People, and a long Preſcription, and ſays that either of them will give 
a Right: And our Author, though he pretends to give the Biſhop's 
ſence, makes both of them together neceſſary to give a Right, a long 
and uninterrupted Poſſeſſion, which is what the Biſhop calls Preſcription, 
joyned with the Conſent of the People ; fo that he leaves our neither and 
nor as inſignificant Particles, and likes with better, as more agreeable 
to his Deſign: and at this rate he may make Convocations and Biſhops 
ſpeak his ſence, when he pleaſes. 

But to gratifie our Author, let us ſuppoſe the Convocation did own A- 
thaliah to have been as throughly ſettled on the Throne, as any Ulurper 
can be, while the right Heir 1s living ; and then the Conſequence is, 
That the Convocation teaches that Kings and Queens de Fafo, who 
have all the Settlement that can be had without Right,may be Depoſed 
and Murthered by their Subjets: And will this Author ſay, that this 
is the Noctrine of the Convocation ? Do they nor expreſly warn us a- 
gainſt believing any Perſon who ſhal affirm by all the Arguments which © » 
Wit or Learning could deviſe, that God bad called him 1s Murther the King —_ ho. s 
de Facto, under whom be lrued ? 

It ſeems then the Conwecation made a great difference between the 
CaſE of Athaliab , and other Kings Je Fafo, who had no beter 


Title, nor more thorough Settlement than ſhe had, (it they choughe 
her 
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her ſettled in the Throne, without which Suppoſition our Author's Ar. 
gument is loſt) for they juſtifie the killing Arhaltahb, and condemn the 
murder of a King de Fa#o ; and this I gave two accounts of in my 
Caſe of Allegiance. 

t. All that this Story amounts to is no more than this : © That when 
© the legal and rightful Heir is actually poſſeſſed of his Throne, Sub- 
© jects may return to their Allegiance, and by the Authority of their 
* King proſecute the Uſurper ; for Foaſh was firft Anointed and Pro- 
© claimed, before any one ſtirred a tinger againſt Arhaliah 5 now this 
"is a very different Caſe from raiſing a Rebellion againſt a Prince, 
© who is in poſſeflion of the Throne, to reſtore an Ejec&ed Prince. 

2. © But this was a peculiar Caſe ; for God himſelf had Entailed 
© the Kingdom of Fudah on the Poſterity of David; and therefore no- 
© thing could juſtihe their Submiffion to an Ulſurper, when the King's 
© Son was found, to whom the Kingdom did belong by a Divine En- 
© tail : and by this Fehoiada juſtifies what he did, Behold the King*s [on 
* ſhall reign, as the Lord hath faid of the ſons of David. Now when God 
©has Entailed the Crown by an expreſs Declaration of his Will, and 
© Nomination of the Perſon or Family that ſhall Reign, (as it was in 
© the Kingdom of Fudah) Subjets are bound to adhere to their Prince 
© of God's chuſing, when he is known, and to perlecute all Uſurpers 
© to the utmoſt, and never ſubmit to their Government : But in other 
© Kingdoms, where God makes Kings and Entailes the Crown, not 
© by expreſs Nomination, but by his Providence, the placing a Prince 
©in the Throne, and ſettling him there in the full Adminiſtration of 
© the Government, is a reaſon to ſubmit to him, as to God's Ordi- 
© Nance. 

This our Aurhor anſwers with great Triumph in his Poſtſcript, (p. 
4, 5.) but with how much Reaſon, I ſhall now examine ; and I muſt 
begin wich his Anſwer to the ſecond : 

Thx Diſtimition, (That God himſelf had Entailed the Kingdom of 
Fudah upon David's Poſterity ) he ſays, « not in the Convocation Book, 
and ſo does not affef their Sence : I grant it, and therefore did not con- 
cern the Convocation- Book in the Story, nor make any mention of it ; 
bur only raiſed this Objefion from the _— and gave that Anſwer 
to it, by which Fehozada the High-Prieſt juſtified what he did : For 
tho' the Convocation takes notice of this Story, yet they neither make 
nor anſwer this ObjeRion in dire Terms : They had another De- 
ſign in mentioning it, and fitted their Anſwers wholly to that, wjz. to 
prove againſt che Papiſts, That ne Priefts in the Old Teftament did ever 
Depoſe from their Crowns any of their Kings, bow wicked ſoever, or had a- 
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ny Anthority ſo to do. And becauſe this Example of Fehoiada uſed to 
be urged by them to this purpoſe, they ſhew that no ſuch thing can be 
proved from it. 

But tho? the Conwocation does not anſwer a Queſtion which they 
never propoſed, yet this is a good Anſwer to it, and agreeable tothe 
Sence of the Convocation in that place : for they take notice, that Fe- 
hoiada, when he had ſent ro rhe Lewites, and chief Fathers both of Judah 
and Benjamin, acquainted them with the Preſervation of their Prince, and 
that it was the Lord's will, that he ſhould Reign over them; which plain- 
ly refers to that Divine Entail of the Crown upon Davids Poſterity ; 
as Fehoiada expreſly told them , Behold the King's ſon ſhall reign, as the 
Lord hath ſaid of the ſons of David. So that it is evident, the Conwoca- 
tios itſelf anſwers the Difficulties of this Story by the Divine Entail ; 
and it is as true and proper an Anſwer to that Queſtion, Whether we 
may Murcher a King de Fade, to place the right Heir on his Throne, 
ſince Foboiada anointed Foaſh and flew Arbaliah ? To ſay, Thatthe Di- 


vine Entail of the Crown made a vaſt ditference between the Cale of 


Athaliab and other Kings de Fa#o, who are ſettled in their Thrones ; 
as it is to that Queſtion, Whether the High-Prieſt have not Authori- 
ty to Depoſe one King, and ſet up another, ſince Fehoiada actually did 
ſo, anointed Foaſh and killed Arhaliab ? To ay , that this was done 
not by any ordinary Juriſdiction, which the High-Prieft had over 
Kings, but in Obedience to God, who had Entailed the Crown on Da- 
vid's Poſterity. 

He proceeds , They do no not ſpeak of this, when they call Athaliah an 
Uſurper ,and juſt ifie the Proceedings of Jehoiada and the People again#t her ; 
but the reaſon they give i general , The right Heir of the Kingdom being a- 
live, which extends to all Kingdoms, that are Entailed, and go by Succeſſion. 

This Asthor, who would confine me lo ſtrialy to the Sence of the 
Convocation, even where I don't appeal to it, makes very bold with the 
Convocation himſelf: For they do not offer to juſtifie the Proceedings 
of Feboiada and the People againſt Arhahab, by laying, That the right 
Heir of the Kingdom was alrve ; but only prove by this, that ſhe was an 
Ulurper who had no legal Right co'the Throne, the right Heir being 
living : Bur if our Author will think again, I preſume, he will own, 
that they are two very different Queſtions, Whether ſuch a Prince be 
an Uſurper ; and whether he may be Depoſed and Murchered? The 
Convocation I'm ſure makes them ewo Queſtions, when they will not 
allow of the Murder oi a King de Fa&o. But on the other hand, the 
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High-Prie#t or by the reft of the Princes and People of Judah and Benjamin, 
which God himſelf did not require at their hands ; Joaſh their late King's 
Son being then their only natural Lord and Soveraign, although Athaliah 
kept bim for fix Years from the Poſſeſſion of bus Kingdom. How did God 
himſelf require this at their hands ? Was it only by the Principles of 
Reaſon and Natural Juſtice, in ſetting the right Heir upon the Throne ? 
No ; by its being God's Wil, and God's requiring it at their bands, they 
plainly mean, G O D's entailing the Crown upon David's Poſterity, 
which made it the Duty of Jehoiada, and the re# of rhe Princes, Levites 
and People, to yeild their Subjeftion to their lawful King ; and having done 
ſo, and their King being im poſſeſſion of the Throne, to joyn together for the 0- 
wverihrowing of Athaliah the Uſurper ; and that Jehoiada, the High Prie#t, 
was bound as he was @ Prie#ft, to inform the Princes and People, of the Lords 
purpoſe,(which can refer only to this Entail):bar Jehoiada fhoald Reign o- 
wer them, and likewiſe to Anoint him. Which contains a particular Ju- 
Rtification of all that was done ; and all reſolved into the Will and 
Purpoſe of God, that Foaſh ſhould Reign ; which was no otherwiſe 
declared but by God's Entailing the Kingdom upon the Poſterity of 
David. 

It was the Duty of Jehoiada and the ref# of the Princes, 8c. to yeild 
SubjeFion to their lawful King, who was Heir by Succeflion ; for that 
they expreſly make equivalent in the Kingdom of Fudab to being Ele&- 
ed and Named by God himſelf, (Can. 17. p. 28.) And therefore Ch. 19... 

. 30. affirm, That they ſhould receive ſuch Kings as ſent to thems by 
God himſelf ; which proves, that this cannot extend to Heirs meerly 
by Humane Succeflion, which is not equivalent to God's Nomination. 
uboiads ſent thro Judah for the Levites, and chief Fathers both of Judah 
and Benjamin, to come to bim to Jeruſalem, (Ch.23. p. 41.) and there- 
he diſcovers the King's Son to them. Thus the Convocation ſays by the 
Conſtitution of that Government it ought to be, that the Prince, 
whom God had appointed, ſhould be made known to the People, 
and they ſhould chearfully ſubmit ro him. (C5. 17. p. 27.) and they 
add, Afterwards alſo the like courſe was beld upon the Death of every King, 
ro make his Succeſſor known to the People. 

Fehoiada, who was High Prieſt, gave this notice to the People, and 
took a Covenant of them, and Anointed their King ; and this alſo 
the Convocation ſays was his Duty : As we have ſaid of the People, That 
when the Kings of Judah were to ſucceed one another, their Duty was to come 
together with Foy and Gladnefi, to recerye them for their Kings, (as ſent to 
them by God himſelf) and accordingly to ſubmit themſelves unto their Autho- 


rity and Government : So at ſuch times the Prieſts for the moFt part, beſides 
their 
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their general Duties, as Subjets, had ſome further Service to be then by them 
performed ; the parts of which Service are all of them manifeft in the Ad- 
vancement of King Solomon to the Royal Throne of bus Father David ; 
where the Priefts, by King David's diref1on, did give Thanks to God, and 
prayed for King Solomon— and Zadock the High-Prie#t did bimſelf A- 
noint bim. I ſuppoſe our Author may by this time be ſatisfied , that 
the Convocation reſolves all into the Authority of a Divine Entail, and 
makes a great difference between a Divine and Humane Entail. 

He adds, © And it is plain, they thought of no ſuch Difference as 
©to this Matter ; but that a thorough Settlement of a Government 
© (and though attained by the ſame ill means) was the ſame thing, and 
© had God's Authority in «dab as well as any other Nation ; as in the 
© inſtances of the Babylonians, Macedonians, and Romans, whoſe Govern- 
© ment over the Fews was not attained by honeſter Means than Athe- 
© liab's, and was as much contrary to the Entail upon David's Houſe, 
© as hers; and yet they juſtifie and require Obedience to them, bur 
© juſtifie the ſlaying her : And therefore it is plain, that by a thorough 
© Settlement they do not mean a full Poſſeflion of Power in the King- 
© dom of Fudeb, as had the Babylonians, Macedonians, or Romans, nor 
* do they reckon God's Entail upon David's Poſteri = ground of 
* difference in this Matter, for the Government of Fudab by the Ba- 
© bylonias, was as much contrary to that Entail, as the Government of 
© Athaliab. 

Now all this is anſwered in one word, from what I have before di- 
ſcourſed : The Entail God made upon David's Poſterity, did always 
oblige the Fews, when they were at their own Choice, and had Pow- 
er enough to take the King, on whom God had entailed the Crown ; 
which was evidently their Caſe when Feboiada anointed Foaſh, and 
ſlew Athaliab ; but when they were under Force, (as they were un- 
der the Babylonians, Macedonians, and Romans) no Entail, tho' made 
by God himſelf could bind them ; and then I hope it will be granted, 
that no Humane Entails can bind any People, who are under Force, 
if a Divine Encail can't do it. 

And thus our way is yon to anſwer what he object againſt the 
firſt Account I gave of this Caſe of Athaliab, viz. That all rhat this 
Story amounts to, x no more than thus , That when the legal and rightful 
Heir us attually poſſeſſed of his Throne, Subjefs may return to their Allegi- 
ance, and by the Authority of their King proſecute the Uſurper. 

Our Author anſwers, The Story amounts to a great deal more ; and that 
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Poſtſcript, 


s, That Subjetts may ſet the rightful Heir wvon the Throne, alths it be ny, , 


the attral poſſeſſion of the Uſurper ; for HP nolada and the People did. Ic 
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is true, it does ſignifie ſomething more with reference to Foafh, but I 
had regard only to the Caſe of Arbaliab'; but yet it does not ſignifi 
ſo generally, as he puts it ; but it ſignifies only this, That Subjeas 
by the expreſs Command and Authority of GOD ( as the Conwecation 
teaches) may place the rightful Prince upon his Throne, though it be 
poſſeſſed by an Ulſurper : And this will do our Author no ſervice, for 
it will not reach to all Hereditary Kings, but to thoſe only of God's 
Appointing and Nomination, or where God hitnſelf has made the En- 
tail, as it was in the Kingdom of Judah. | 7 

I ſhewed this was the Caſe here, that the rightful Heir was actually 
poſſeſſed of the Throne ;' for Joaſh was firff anointed and proclaimed, be- 
fore any one ſtirred a foger againFt Athaliah. - To this he anſwers, But 
z the DoFor ſure, that Joalh was aFually poſſeſſed of the Throne ? He was 
anointed indeed, but i. anointing attual poſſeſſion ? And it will not be eaſie to 
prove it according to the Dofor's Notion of Poſſeſſion, of having the whole 
Adminiſtration of Aﬀairs, and all the Authority of the Kingdom in bis 

and. 

I reply : The Convocation arffims, That King Foaſh was in poſſeſſion 
of bs 7; Ae before Athaliah was ſain, and I believe, if ous Boba 
thinks of it again, he will confeſs, that Azointing gives aftual Poſleflion 
to a rightful King, tho' a thorough Settlement of his Government is ne- 
ceſſary to the full Poſleflion of an Uſurper : and the reaſon of this dif- 


' ference is manifeſt ; for where there is Right, nothing more is necel(- 


ſary to give Poſſeflion, but that SubjeRs actually own and recognize 
that Right, and accept him for their King ; for his Right makes their 
Obedience a Duty, when he is in Poſleflion, how weak and unſettled 
ſoever his Government be: Bat when a Prince has no legal Right to 
the Crown, nor conſequently to the Obedience of his Subje&s, it is 
only a thorough Settlement, which makes Obedience a neceſſary 

ty. 
And yet if that will ſatisfie our Author, the whole Adminiſtration of 
Afﬀairs,and all the Authoricy of the Kingdom was then in Foaſb's hands, 
and Athaliab had none of it : for all the Princes, and Levites, and People, 
that is all who had the Adminiſtration of Aﬀairs, and the Power of 
the Kingdom in their hands, yeilded their Subje&tion ad or, as to 
their lawful King ; and that put the whole Authority and Admini- 
ftration into his hands: and what Authority Arbaliab had left, appear- 
ed in her Tragical End. 

He proceeds: But bowev r, who Anointed ? and who Proclatmed him ? 
end who put him in Poſſeſſion? Why truly no body elſe, but bis own Subjefs, 
and thoſe wery Men that had lived ſix Years under the Uſurper. And then I 


per- 
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ercerve, that Subjeits may ſtand by the rightful Heir again#t an Uſarper, 
Fhoagh poſſeſſed of the Thee ſome Tears: js ifs dine a fry or 
lity, Allegiance, and Obedience, that the Doftor ſays, we are bound to pay 
to uſurped Powers q h 

Anſw, Truly juſt where it was before, in the Conwucation Book, 
and in the Scriptures, which requires our Subje&ion to the preſenr 
Powers, and in the reaſon and neceſlity of things ; but this was an 
exempt Caſe, upon account of a Divine Entail ; and where God 
himſelf has made the'Entail, no Uſurpation can cut ir off, nor ab- 
ſolve -Subjets from their Duty to him, whom God himſelf has 
made their King ; but it is not ſo with humane Entails, of which 
more preſently. h 

Now I ſaid, that for SubjeRts to return to their Allegiance, and by 
the Authority of their King to proſecute the Uſurper, 'when the right- 
ful Heir is actually poſſeſſed of his Throne, « a very different Caſe om 
raiſing Rebellions againſt a Prince, who is in the poſſeſſion of the Throne, to 
reſtore an ejefted Prince. To this he anſwers: Was not Athaliah in pof- 
ſeſſion of the Throne, when Jehoiada anointed Joaſh ? I anſwer as I have 
before done: She was it the a&tual and vifible poſf:flion of the Throne, 
but againſt a Divine Entfl, and therefore her pofſefiion was a nullity, 
and when they knew the King's Son was living, co whom by the Law 
of God they were to ſubmit, they were bound to look upon it as a 
nullity, and not to conſider her as their _ s but this is not the 
queſtion ; the queſtion is, Whether Arhahiab were poſleſled of the 
Throne after Traſh was anointed, when Fehozada gave Orders to kill 
her : and that I ſuppoſe our Author will not ſay, that ſhe was in poſ- 
:flion of the Throne, when the rightful Heir was actually poſſeſſed 
of it. 

But, he ſays, the queſtion « concerning Allegiance to an Uſurper in the 
poſeſſon of the Throne, and as to that there # uo difference : For theſe pay as 
bitt 
thoſe who do it to reſtore an ejeted one : and I wonld fain know, what dif- 
ference there s ( «s to Allegiance to an Uſurper ) berween anointing a new 
King, and upon hu Authority diſpoſſeſſing an Uſurper, and doing the ſame 
thing upon the Anthority of one already anomted. | 

Now I grant, there is no difference between anointing a King, and 
wpon bis Authority diſpoſſeſſing an Uſurper, and doing the [ame thing upon the 
Authority of one already anointed, in \uch Caſes wherein it is the Duty of 
Subjects either to anoint a new King, or to reſtore an old anointed 
King, in oppoſition to the Ularper , who is ſerled in the Throne z 


buc 


Allegiance to an Uſurper, who anoint a King, and then depoſe him, as 
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'but this is a Duty only, where the Uſurpations, how thoroughly ſertled 
ſoever ir be, is againſt God's Entail, which was the peculiar Caſe of 
Foaſh ; and yet even in this Caſe the Conwocation thought it very con- 
ſiderable, that the Princes, Levites, and People, yielded Subjeftion to their 
lawful King, and having ſo done, and their King being in poſſeſſion of hu 
| Throve, joyned together for the overthrowing of Athaliah the Uſurper ; if 
the Convocation had not thought, that there was ſome difference be- 
eween killing Athaliah before or after the Anointing of Foaſh,they would 
not have laid ſo much ſtreſs upon the time, when ſhe was ſlain ; that 
baving ſo done, and their King being in poſſeſſion of bis Throne, they jojned 
together for the overtbrowing of Achaliah the Uſarper. 

And I wonder our Author ſhould perceive no difference between 
theſe ewo: for though it had been the ſame thing to Arhaliab, whether 
ſhe had been killed, before or after the Anointing of Foaſh, yet it greatly 
altered the nature of che fat ; and that upon two accounts, both 
with reſpe& to the Authority, whereby it was done, and to the Cha- 
racter of the Perſon, who ſuffered. 

The Convocation will not allow a private Man to kill a King de Fa- 
&o, and that was the Caſe of the Few: during Athaliab's Reign, before 
Foaſb's Title was recognized, and he anointed, and placed on the 
Throne ; but when this was done, they had the viſible and aQual 
Authority of their King, to flay the Uſurpzr, which is a parallel Caſe 
to that of Abud and King Eg/ovy. Before Abud was made by God the 
Judge and Saviour of his People, they teach, that it was unlawful for 


Corvecar, bim, or any one elſe, to have killed King Egon 3 but the Caſe was 


ch. 27. p. altered, when God himſelf immediately bad made bim Fudge, and had gi- 
$2 ven him a fall and abſolute Authority, (independent _ any, but upon bims 
= ave it) to undertake any thing, that by God's direttion appertained to 

# place. 
us whatever Authority A4:beliab had before, when Joe was a- 
_nointed, ſhe ſunk into the flate of a SubjeR, and then to kill her, was 
not to kill a Queen de Fa#o, but a Subject who had been an Ulurper, 
but now was a SubjeR again, and therefore no Fidelicy, or Allegi- 
ance was due to her. This 1s the Caſe of Febu, who was a SubjeF, 
but commanded by God to be anointed King over Iſrael ; and according! 
Thid.ch. 25 Elizeus the Prophet cauſed Jehu to be anointed, and God's Meſſage to be 4 
P-46. wered unto him ; who preſently upon the knowledge of God's Will, and the 
ſubmiſſion of the Princes and Captains of Iſrael to bim, as to their lawful 
King, did put in execution the ſaid Meſſage, by killing Joram (before that 
time bu Soveraign,, but then bus Subje#), &c. Now, I ſuppoſe, our 1d 
thor 
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thor will confgſs, that there is a difference between killing with Au- 
thority, and without; and between killing a Soveraign Prince , 
and killing a Subjet by the Authority of the Prince ; and this was 
the Caſe of Arbaliab, when Foaſh was anointed. 

The Convocation was very careful not to encourage Subjeas to riſe 
up againſt their Prince, though he were but a King de Fao ; and 
therefore from theſe examples of Abud and Febu, expreſly obſerve, 


3k 


that God foreſeeing in bu beavenly Wiſdom, and Divine Providence, what Ch. 27. p. 


miſchief private Men, under the colour of theſe Examples, might otherwiſe 
have pretended, or attempted againſt their Soveraigns (as being either diſcon- 
no of themſebves, or (et into ſome fury by other malitions Perſons) be 
did ſo order and diſpoſe of all things, in the execution of theſe ſuch bis extra- 
ordinary Fudg ments ; as that thereby it might plainly appear to any (that 
ſhould not wilfully hood-wink bimſelf ) never to be lawful for any Perſon 
whatſoever, upon pretence of any Revelation, Inſpiration, or Commandment 
from bu Divine Majeſty, either to touch the Perſon of his Soveraign, or to bear 
Arms ag 4inſt bim ; except God ſhould firft advance the ſaid Perſon from his 
private Eſtate, and make him a King, or an abſolute Prince, to ſucceed his 
late Mafter in his Kingdom or Principality. 

If our Author will not, yer I hope, all impartial Readers will think 
this a ſuffizienc Anſwer to the Caſe of Foaſh and Athaliab. But how- 
ever he will not give it over thus ; but undertakes to prove, that my 
Arguments will equally juſt ifie ſubmiſſion to Athaliah in the Kingdom of Ju- 


dah, notwithſtanding ſuch Entail , as to any Uſurger in any other Ng y. ,, 


w 


100. 
Well! and ſuppoſe he can prove it ; what then ? Did I ever deny 


' that it was lawful to ſubmit to Arbaliab,while the was poſleſſed of the 
Throne, and Foaſb, the true Heir, concealed ? Does he find in Scrip- 


ture, that the Jews are condemned for ſubmicting all this while to 4- 
tbaliab ? If any one ſhould have been condemned for it, Fehoiads the 
High-Prieſt was the Man, who knew that Foaſh was living ; and yet 
for ſix Years together, while he thought fi: co conceal this Secret, 
he ſubmitted himſelf to Arhaliab, and atzd under her Autho- 
rity, and neither blames himſelf, nor any of che Nation for doing 


0. 

Surely Fehoiada had not the ſame Notions of Loyalty , which our 
Author has, for then he durſt not have ſubmitted to Arbaliab, when 
hz knew Foaſh was living, and was in his own keeping. For, (ſays 
our Author) while tbe Government is as unjutt as the Rebellion and En- 


$3» 


P oiſe ript, 


croachment, a Man cannot juſtly become a Party to the Government , no more 104d. p. 3. 


than to the Rebellion, for they are both equally unjuſt ; unleſs the ſtealing of i 
| Purſe 
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Piryſe is very wnjuft ; but the keeping it after it is ftolen 1s wery juftF, — He 
that partakes with Injuſtice (&s he certainly does, that joyns with it) par- 
takes with the guilt too. And if the Power be unjuſt, then to abet, to defind 4 
ſupport and maintain that Power, wuſt be unjuſt likewiſe. And1 add, to 
do this for ſix Years is unjuſt likewiſe ; and yet this Fehozada did, and 
is no where condemned tor it. 

So that our Author miſtakes the queſtion : Ir is-not enough for him 
to prove, that my Arguments will juſtifie ſubmiflion to Arbaliab, 
while ſhe was in the poſleflion of the Throne, and of the Power of 
the Kingdom ; for . let the Entail be what ic will, a Divine or Hu- 
mane Entail, it is always lawful to ſubmit to Power ; but thequeſtion 
is, whether my Arguments give as irreſiſtible Authority to Athaliab, 
who uſurped the Throne contrary to a Divine Entail , as they do zo 
other Kings de Fatto, who are throwghly ſetked in their Thrones, contra- 
ry to-meer legal Rights, and humane Entailes ; if they proved this, 
I ſhould confeſs my Arguments were naught, .as proving too much ; 
but if they only juſtifie che preſenc ſubmiſſion of the Jews to Arhaliab, 
while Joaſh was concealed, and they thought all the King's Sons had 
been cut off, 1 ſee no hurt in this : The Scripture does not condemn 
them for it, and it is certain, they ought to be juſtified in it, and I 
deſire to know, how our Author will juſtifie them according to his 
Principles. | 

For we muſt obſerve, the Cenwocation does not meddle wich that 


_ queſtion, when it becomes lawful to ſubmit to uſurped Powers, bue 


when it becomes our Duty : Ir is lawful codo it, when we are under 
a Power, which we can't reſiſt, but when ſuch Ulſurped and Illegal 
Powers are througbly ſetled, then it becomes our Duty to ſubmit, and to 
pay all that Obedience, which Subje&s owe even to the moſt right- 


ful Powers. 


Now we know, the general ſubmiſſion of the People is neceſ[a; 
to a thorough ſettlement of ſuch new Governments, and therefore if 
ſuch Governments may be ſetled without the fin of the SubjeRs, it 
muſt be lawful in ſome Caſes, to ſubmit, before the Government be 
ſetled 3 for the Government cannot be ſetled without their ſubmifli- 
on: but when the Government is ferled by ſuch ſubmiſſion, then 
ſubmiflion, which neceflity juſtified before, becomes a Duty ; and 
thoſe who would not ſubmit at firſt, or might have rcfuſed to 
do ſo without ſin , when the Government is ſetled by a gene- 


ral ſubmiflion, are then bound in Conſcience to ſubmit them- 
ſelves. 4 
" 
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The Queſtion then between us is, or ought to be this, if he in-- 


tends to oppoſe me ; Not whether the Jews might lawfully ſub- 
IE ee 

t ight lawfully dozbut w i ited, 
ey on, ad ſetled in her Throne (for that our Author 
will ſuppoſe) it were not as unlawful upon my Principles, for the 
Fews to ſet up Foaſh, and to kill Arbaliab, as it is for any other Peo- 
ple to Depoſe and Murther a de fatto, whoſe Government is 
throughly ſetled among them. And here he takes notice of two 
Arguments I make uſe of, the Argament from Providence, and = the 
neceſſity of Government, for the preſervation of buman Societies, which, he 
ſays, will equally ſerve Athaliah, as any other King or Queen de 
fatto; and if they will, I will give them up for loſt. 


33 


1. Asfor Providence ; the ſum of all, he ſays, is this, That ac- Poſtſcript 
cording to my Principles, Athaliah was placed in the Throne by God, þp. 7. 


by bis Counſel , Decree, and Order , and peculiar Order, Well! I 
muſt own itz for I know none but God, who can advance to the 
Throne ; and I know no more hurt in owning, that God exalted 
Athaliah to the Throne, than that he exalted Baaſha, who flew Na- 
dab the Son of Jeroboam, and Reigned in his ſicad 3 aud yet God 
bimſelf, by his Prophet, tells Bagſha, 1 exalted thee owt of the duſt, and 
made thee Prince over my people Iſrael, 1 Kings 16. 2. 
And what does he prove from this? Now Athaliah (ſays he) bad the 
attual adminiſtration of SoveraignPower,and therefote according to theDofior 
ſhe was Queen by God's Authority,tho* not by theLaw of the Land;and Allegi- 
ence muſt be due to ber,as well as to any otber: And all the Doftor's Arguments 
are as concluſive and valid for ſubmiſſion to Athaliah, as for ſubmiſſion to 
any body elſe. Grant all this, and what then? Why then this juſtifies 
the ſubmiſſion of the Fews to A4thaliab, while ſhe was poſſeſſed of the 
Throne, and no righttul Heir appeared : And what hurt is there in 
this ? Will our Axthor condemn them for this ſubmiſfion ? or does 
the Scripture, or Convocation do it ? 
If he would have concluded any thing to the purpoſe, he ſhould 
have ſaid, And therefore it was unlawful for Jehoiada to have anointed 
Joaſh, and to have killed Athaliah. But this he knew did not follow 
from my Principles ; tor I exprelly diſtinguiſh between God's ma- 


king Kings by # particular nomination, as be made Kings in Jewry, and C:ſe of AL 
entailed tbe Kingdom of Judah on David's Poſterity, and his making legiance, 


Kings by his Providence, as he does in other Nations. Now what #- 11. 


I ay about the Rights and Prerogatives of Kings advanced to the 
Throne, and ſetled thee by the _ Providence, concerns only 
: ſuch 
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ſach Kingdoms, where God makes Kings only by his Providence ; 
not ſuch Kingdoms where God ordinarily makes Kings by a particu- 
hr nomination of the Perſon, or-bya Divine entail; which is equi- 
valent to a particular nomination : For this greatly alters the Cafe. 

To make this plain, let us conſider the ſtate of the Kingdom of 
Fadab, and of the Kingdom of Iſrael,after the Ten Tribes were divided 
from the Houſe of Daved. God fri made Kings by an expreſs nomi- 
nation of the Perſons, as he did Soul and Daved, and afterwards en- 
tailed the Kingdom on David's Poſterity z when the Ten Trides were 
divided from , he ill reſerved to himſelf the Prer eof 
nominating their Kings when he pleaſed ; but yet he did not ſo 


ſtrictly confine himſelf to nominate whom he would have to be 


King, or to anentail of his own making ; but that he ſometimes ſet 
up Kings by his Providence, without a particular nomination, or any 
ſucceſſive right,as he did in other Nations; let us then conſider what 
the right of theſe providential Kings was in Jxdeb and Iſrael. 

Now theſe Kings, when they wete ſetled in their Thrones, had all 
the _—_ other Soveraign Princes of Judah or Iſrael, _—_— 
this, that they were liable to be diveſtcd of their K _— by $ 
notnination of a new King, or by the revival of an old Entail. 
When God nominated any King , and gave command to his Pro- 

hets to anoint him, it was always for lite; and tho* during his Life 
he might nominate. another to ſacceed him after his death, as he 
did Dovid to ſucceed Saxl, yet he never nominated another to take 
his Life and his Crown from him:and when he had made a perpetual 
Entail, tho' he might for a time interrupt the Succeſſion, he did not 
cut it offz. but it was otherwiſe with meer providential Kings, as it 
muſi neceſſarily be in ſuch Kingdoms which were under the immedi- 
ate diſpoſal and nomination of God: A new nomination, or the ap- 


- pearing of the right Heir,put an end to their Reign. As for example. 


Ferobozm was placed on the Throne of Iſrael by God's nomina- 
tion, and Reigned as long as he lived, but for his fins God would 
not entail the Kingdom on his Family ; but Baaſha ſlew his Son 
Nadab, and ſucceeded in the Kingdom, and was the firſt providen- 
tial of Iſrael without a Divine nomination or entail. Elab, 
Baaſha*s Son, was ſlain by Zimri, and the Children of 1fael, with- 
out any Divine appointment, made Omri King z Ahab his Son ſuc- 
ceeded Omri, and Foram Ahab, who were all advanced by the Di- 
vine Providence, without God's nomination 3 but now their fins 
being very provoking, God commands his Prophet to anoint Febw 
King over I/rael, to defiroy the Family of Abebz and Febu _—_— 
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he was anointed, immediately takes poſſeſſion of the Kingdom, kills 
Frans deſtroys the cof Abab. For tho? Joram was advanced 
y the Providence of God, and was the third ſucceſſive King of 
his Family, and therefore had a good right againſt all human claims; 
yet he could have no unalterable right in the Kingdom of Iſrael, be- 
cauſe that Kingdom was at God's immediate diſpoſal, when ever he 
leaſed tonominate a King. And this is the Reaſon of thedifferent 
Cheviens of David and Febn:David was anointed as well as Feby,but 
he never pretended tothe Crown while Saxl lived,becauſe there was 
then an anointed King on the Throne : But this was not Foram's caſe; 
He had no more than a Providential Right, which in the Kingdom of 
Iſrael muſt give place to God's anointingz and therefore Feb was 
King of Iſrael as ſoon as he was anointed,and Foram was his Subje&. 
And this was Athaliab's caſe ; She took poſſeſſion of the Throne 
by very wicked means, but mult be allowed to be placed there by 
the Providence of God; and if ſhe had as thorow a ſettlement, as 
other Uſurpers can have, had a right to the ſubmiſffion and obe- 
dience of the Fews, while it was not known that the King's Son 
was living ; but Jxdab was an Hereditary Kingdom by God's en- 
tail, and therefore as ſoon as the true Heir appeared, (he fell from 
her Power, as much by the expreſs Ordinance and Command of 
God, as Foram did when Jebw was anointed 3 for a Divine Entail, 
as the Convocation afferts, is equivalent to an expreſs nomination, 
This ſhews a manifeſt difference between Kings ſet up by the Di- 
vine Providence in the Kingdoms of Judah and Iſrael, which were 
ſubje& to the Divine Nomination,or to a Divine Entail; and King's 


ſet up by the Providence of God in other Nations , where God 


makes Kings only by his Providence : The firſt may be, and are de- 
poſed when ever God nominates a new King, or the Right Heir 
appears ; tho? they had all the Rights and Settlement of the Regal 
Power before ; in other Nations, thoſe Kings, who are placed in 
the Throne, and ſctled there, are, and continue Kings, till the Pro- 
vidence of God diſplace them again 3 for where Kings are made on- 
ly by the Providence of God,they can be unmade by Providence too. 

Had our Awthor conſidered this, he would not have ſaid, That iz 
is meer trifling to talk of God's entailing the Crown, as if God was tied any 
more to the entails of bis own making, than he is to humane Entails, and 
bis own Decrees Orders woxld not cut off bis own Entails as well as 


. thoſe of Men. For thoGod may cut gff his wn Entails, if he pleaſes, 


yet Men can't, and the meer Events of Providence can never prove, 


that God has done itz for we mult never interpret provi dentiat 
F 2 Events 
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Events to contradi& an expreſs Revelation: And therefore, tho 


the Providence of God in placing a King on the Throne in Fedah or 


Iſrael, who neither was anointed by God's Command, nor had an 
Hereditary Right by God's Entail , juſtified their Submiſſion to 
him; yet whenever God was pleaſed to anoint a new King, or to 
diſcover their Hereditary Prince, and to put it into their Power to 
place him on the Throne, the Right and Authority of thefe Provi- 
dential Kings was at an end. 

+ And now there will be no great occaſion to-take much notice of 
what he anſwers to my fecond Argument, Fromthe neceſſity of Govern- 
ment, to the Preſervation of Humane Society ;, for I readily grant what he 
contends for, That theſe Arguments will equally conclude for Submiſſion to 
Athaliah, as to any other Uſerper ; and what then ? The Jews did 


. aQually ſubmit to Athaliah, and this Argument from the neceſfity 


of Government juſtifies their Submiſſion. But our Azthor diſputes, 
as if it were manifeſt that the Fews did not ſubmit to Mthaliah'; bur 
K is evident from the Story, that they did, and yetare not blamed 
in Scripture for ſo doing; but I ſuppoſe his miſtake is, that be- 
cauſe they owned Foaſh for their King , when he was anointed by 
Febojada, and flew Athaliah, therefore they never ſubmitted to 4- 
#haliah*'s Government; as if they could not very innocently and law- 


- fully ſubmit to the Government of Athalizh, while they knew of 


no other King they had; and yet own their King, who-was their 
King by. Divine Entail, when they knew him ; but indeed, here is 
the fundamental miſtake of all, That he ſappoſes the Fer all this 
while knew, that Joaſ# the true Heir to the Crown was living, and: 
therefore out of Loyalty to their Prince, they did not all this while 
fubmit to Atbaliab; whereas it is evident from the Story, that they 
knew nothing of this matter, till Febyjada ſent for the Princes and' 
Levites, and diſcovered the King's Son to them 3 and I would de- 
fire him to conſider, how Athaliab ſhould be ignorant of this for 
fix years, when all the People of Iſrael! knew it ;z and yet, if he was 
not guilty of this miſtake, I know not what ſenſe to make of what 
he ſays, (p. 8.) about ſwearing an Oath of Fidelity to ber, $0 defend 
her agaiuſt all Men, even againſt him whom they owned and' achnowledg- 
ed had a Right to the Throne; that is, againſt Fvaſh, who was their 

ightfal King, but they could not own and acknowledg him 
to be ſo; without believing him to be alive and fafe: And yet, 
if they knew nothing of Joaſg , and did: believe that the Royal 
Eine-was extin&, I deſire to: know of: our Author , by his own. 
Principles, had-it. been cuſtomary in thoſe Days, what _ = | 

| ndre 
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hindred them to have {worn Allegiance to 4thaliah? for he allows 
poſſeffion to be ſomething, when there is no better claim again it. 
And yet though they had ſworn Allegiance to Atheliab, they might 
without Perjury have owned their lawful Prince , when Jeboieds 
had diſcovered him to them; for no Oath can oblige againſt a Di- 
vine Entail ; and therefore ſuch Caſes are always ſuppoſed. to be ex- 


cepted. 
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E aſſerted in the Cafe, That Government and Allegiance are ſuch rela- Caſe of 
tives, as do mutud ſe ponere & tollere, the one cannot ſubſiſt without Allegi- = 
the other : if the Prince can't govern, the Subjef can't obey ; and therefore *2<©2-4%+ 


4s far as he quits bis Government, be quits their Allegiance, and leaves bis 
Subjefts, as be does his Crown,to be poſſeſſed by another, and muſt recover them 


both together. This Our Author \ays, is as plain a fallacy, as ever he met Poftcripe:- 


with, and proves from the Example of foaſh, that it is fo; but I 
have ſaid ſo much already to that caſe, that I will trouble my Reader 
no further. with it. Divine and Humane Entails give very different 
rights to Princes (as will appear more preſently) and yet even in Di- 
vine Entails, it was lawful for SubjeQs to ſubmit to, and obey Uſur- 
ped Powers, either when they were under force, or when they knew 
not their Rightful King ; that is, whenever their King could not 
govern them | - T9 | 

| He ſays, By Government, I mean the afinat adminiſtration of it ; andthe 
Government and Allegiance are ſo far from being ſuch Relatives, that they are 
no Relatives at all they are only the As of Relatives; and to ſay the Aits of 
Relatives, are Relatives , is ſo far from being as certain as any Propoſition 
in Logic, that it is Logital Non-fenfe. Well | Logical Non-ſenſe, I hope, is 
the beſt ſort of Non-ſenſe however. 

But my — is plain enough, and: certainly true, which is 
as much,. as any Propoſition in Logic can be : By Government; I do: 
mean the Atixal Adminiſtration of Government, notas that ſignifies the: 
particular Acts-of Government ;; but the aQuual poſſeſſion of Power: 
and Alſthority to.govern: by Allegiance, I mean that Obedience and: 
Subjection which is due to Government; and if our Author will-be 
ſo ſevere, as not to allow me to cal theſe Relatives, yet they are the: 
Relacions which make the Relatives, and do nwtwd' ſe ponere & tollere;; 
for what is the relation of a King to a Subjet? His Dominion-and: 
Government : What is the relation of. a Subjec-ro a-King 7 His due 
Allegiance and SubjeQion : then Dominion and Government makes 
a King, and Allegiance a SubjeQ 3 and Allegiance has as neceſfarpa. 
relation to Dominion, as a Subje& has to-a King ; if thers be no- 
King, there can be no Subjafz/jf no Dominion and Government; 
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there can be no Allegiance. Paternity is.the relation that makes a 
Father, and Filiation a Son , and Paternity and Filiation have as 
mutual and neceffary a reſpe& to each other, as Father and Son ; 
theſe are called by Logicians, Relative Afr, and why then may notl 
call Government and Subje&ion Relative Daties, by which I explain- 
ed what I meant by Relatives; but this Pm ſure is only a Logical 
Banter, and ſo let it paſs. | 

But as to the matter in hand, fince we are got into Logic, I deſire 


' to know of our Axthor, whether the Relative continues to be a Re- 


lative, when the relation is deſtroyed ; for we are told, that the whole 
nature of Relatives, relata ſecrndxm eſſe, (for I mult ſpeak cautiouſly ) 
conlilts in their Relation : if the Relation then of a King to his Sub- 
jects be Dominion and Government, does he continue a King, when 
he has -loſt his Dominion and Government ? or do Subjects conti- 
nue Subjects, when he ceaſes to be King ? do they owe him Alle- 
giance, when he has loſt his Dominion ? that is, can one Relative 
ſabſift by its ſelf, without its Correlate ? 

He tells us indeed, that the relation is only between King and Subjef, 
and the attnal Adminiſtration of Government of the one band, and paying 4l- 
legjance on the other, are but the alts of that Relation, and conſequential to 
it, but are not Relatives themſelves : But I defire to know, what he calls 
the relation between King and Subjects; for King and Subjedts are 
not the rclation, but Relatives; as Father and Son are Relatives, 
Paternity and Filiation the Relation ; now | deſire to know what is. 
the Relation between theſe Relatives, King and Subjects ? the par- 
ticular A's of Government, and the particular Adts of Allegiance, 
I grant, are but the Adts of that Relation, but ſtill we want to know 
what the Relation is,to which theſe particular Acts are conſequential, 
and let our Awthor think of any thing clfe, wherein to place this Re- 
lation, if ” _ arms — _ = Sovereign Power, 
on the one , tomake a King, and the obligations to _— i 
and Allegiance, on the other hand, to make a Subje& : from whence 
flow the particular Acts of Government and Allegiance : now if the 
Relative ceaſes with the Relation, where aQtual inion and Go- 
vernment ceaſes, the Kingſhip is loſt, and the obligations to Subje- 
Qion and Allegiance with it. All that I know of, that can be (aid. 
in this Cauſe (and which thoſe men muſt ſay, who make Allegiance 
inſeparable from Right) is only this, that the Rejation continues, as 
long as the: fundementxm velationis, that whereon the Relation is 
founded, continues z and-that bting a Legal Right, while this Right 
remains, ſuch a Legal Kiog, thqugh he be fallen from —_ is 
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King Kill, aud Subjeds are Subjects fill, and owe Allegiance to 


| Now to ſhorten this Diſpute, I ſhall only obſerve, That a Legal 
Hereditary Right is not the fundamenturn relationis, the foundation of 
that relation, which is between Prince and Subjects, for then there 
would: be no foundation of this relation between Prince and Sub- 
jedas in any but Hereditary Kingdoms ; for the ſame relation can 
have but one foundation; and yet there are a great many ways 
whereby Princes are advanced to the Throne; An Hereditary Right, 
TheEleGion of the People, The Nomination of God, A Divine Entail, 
And Conqueſt, Which very much differ from each other ; and if all 
theſe be different Foundations, there muſt be different Kinds and Spe- 
cies of Kingſhip z whereas the Relation between King and Subjects 
is the ſame in all. 

And therefore we mult find out ſuch a foundation for this Rela- 
tion, as will ſerve all Sovereign Princes, by what means foever they 
are fetled in the Throne ; and that can be no other but the Autho- 
rity of God,by which Kings reign,and to which Subje&s owe obedi- 
ence: the ſeveral waysof advancing Princes to the Throne, are but 
the ſeveral ways of inveſting them with God's Authority z but the 
Authority of God with which they are inveſted , is. the foun- 
dation of this Relation; and this is not always annexed to a Legal 
Right, but is always annexed to a full and ſetled poſſeſſion of the 
Throne. No man can have God's Authority, who has not the aRtual 
Power and Authority of Government ; for Ged's Authority is the 
Authority of Government; and when Princes fall from Government, 
ſo far they loſe God's Authority, whatever becomes of their Legal 
Right ; and all a rant, that Relations are diffolved, when 
the foundation of {uch Relations ceaſe. And therefore as inthe nature 
of the thing,Subje&s cannot obey a Prince,when he can't command, 
nor ſubmit to him, when he can't govern ; ſo when he falls from his 
Government, and another Prince is ſetled in his Throne, the foun- 
dation of this Relation at preſent ceafes; for when God has taken 
away his Government, he has taken away his preſent Authority to 
govern, for God never gives the Civil Authority, without the Ci- 

I grant inall other Relations, where the Relation it ſelf does not 
conſiſt in the Authority of Government, nor the foundation of the 
Relation ceaſe by falling from the aQual Authority of Government, 
the Caſe is different, as between Parents and Children, Maſters and 
Servants, where the Relation is founded in Nature, or a - 
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Civil-Contradts, under the ſuperior direcionand government of the 
Civil Authority z tho the Maſter of the Family, as he ſays, be ſpirited 
away, or taken captive, his Servants, and Houſe, and Fatnily, do not pre- 
ſently fall to the lot of the next Poſſeſſor, but muſt be diſpoſed of 
by the Laws of the Countrey, and by the Authority of the Prince ; 
for ſuch private and particular Intereſts are ſubje& to publick Laws, 
and a Superior Authority. . But the Authority of God is at his own 
diſpoſal, and Sovereign Power and Dominion, to which the Divine 
Authority is annexcd, is the Relation of a King te his Subjects ; and 
when his Sovereignty is loſt,the Relation is ſo far diſſolved, and there 
is no higher Tribunal to appeal to , but to that God who removeth 
Kings, and ſetteth up Kings. WR: 

And this ſhews, how inconſequent his Ar t is, from the in- 
capacity of a Subjec to pay Allegiance, and a King to govern. If 
(lays he) a Subjef} be taken captive, ar otherwiſe bindred from paying aiual 
Allegiance, is the Relation loft, and daes be therefore immediately ceaſe to be 
a Subjet 2 And thereſore neither doth a King, if be be bindred frongghe attual 
adminiſtration of Government, ceaſe to be a King, bat bath the ſame right to 
our Allegiance, in, and out of poſſeſſion. Now to wave all other Anſwers 
(though, I ſuppoſe, our Author will not deny, that fuch a Captive 
may become a Subjed to another Prince ). theſe two Cafes are not 

allel ; in the firſt Cale, tho the Subjed is. taken Captive, yet the 

oundation of the Relation is not deſtroyed, for his Prince is. on his 
Throne ſtill, in the aQtual adminiſtration of theGovernment,tho he be 
violently torn from him ; ſo that this Relation may continue,becauſe 
he hasa Prince to whom he is related : but when the Prince is fallen 
from his Kingdom and Power, the foundation of the Relation is at 
preſent deſtroyed ; the Kingdom is tranſlated to another Prince, and 
the Subjeds, and their Allegiance tranſlated with it. 

Our Author proceeds to argue from the Caſe of Foaſh. The Dottor's 
diftinflion (that is, about a Divine Entail) is againſt him. 'Tis true, God 
| mpg the _—_—_ Judah on ry Family of -rayey = for that rea- 

n they oug ht not to it to an V » But this is ſo far from being a 
atm why they may ſubmit to one grad Kingdoms, where = are 
wade by Laws, that it is areaſon, and a very good one, why they anght not. 

' But before weHhear his Reaſon, I muſt obſerve that he miſtakes 
the uſe of my Diftin@ion z which was,not to prove, That becauſe 
God had entailed the Kingdom of Judah on the Poſterity of David, 
and had reſerved to himſelf a right in the Kingdom of Iſrael , to 
nominate their King, and entail the Crown, when he pleaſed ; 
that therefore the Subjects of thole Kingdoms might not ſabmit to 

any 
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any other Kings, whom the Providence of God placed in the 
Throne, without ſucha Divine Nomination and Entail ; for it ap- 
pears from what I have already diſcourſed, that they both actually 
did, and lawfully might ſubmit to ſuch providential Kings, when 
either there was no King by God's Nomination or Entail, or no 
fuch King was known; but the uſe of the DiſtinQion was to ſhew, 
that in ſuch Theocratical Kingdoms, where God challenged a peculiar 
right to make Kings by his expreſs Nomination or Entail, though 
God may ſee fit ſometimes to ſet a providential King upon the 
Throne, yet whenever he nominates a new King, or diſcovers the 
right Heir to whom the Crown belongs by a Divine Entail, the 
Reign of ſuch Providential Kings is at an end, and the Subjects 
.may and ought to depoſe or kill them, and own the King of God's 


nomination: ſo that if he wil#prove any thing from my Diſtin&tion 


with reference to other entailed Kingdoms, he muſt ſhew, that my 
DiſtinQion proves, that in ſuch Kingdoms, where God makes Kings 
only by his Providence, a Humane Entail of the Crown will juſtihe 
Subjeds in depoling and murthering a new King who is placed 
and fetled in the Throne by Providence, while the Legal King, or 
Legal Heir is Living, as much as God's expreſs Nominationor En- 
tail would juſtifie the depofing a Providential King in the King- 
doms of Fudah and Iſrael. 

And now 'let us hear his Reafon: 'For (ſays he) God's entailing 
the Crown of Judah, was the Law of that Kingdom in that reſpeft ; and 
the people of other Kingdoms are as much bound to obſerve their own Laws, 
as the people of Fudah were theirs, All Humane Laws that are juſt, bind 
in Conſcience, and ( according to the Doftor's own Principles ) theſe Laws 
were Made by God's Authority. $0 that the Dodtor miſtakes the Bueſtion ; 
we do not oppoſe Humane Laws to God's Amthority, but we oppoſe Laws 
which are made by God's Authority, and which are Rules to us, to Provi- 
dence, which is no Rule. When God entailed the Crown upon David's 
* Poſterity, they had then a Legal Right to it, and ſo bath every Familyin 0 
ther Kingdoms, npon which an Entail is made by the reſpedive Laws of the 
Countrey. | 

Bur what would our 'Author prove from this? That in every 
Hereditaty Kingdom the Legal Heir has a Legal right to the Crown, 
as well asin 74ah? and did I ever deny it? or that the ftanding 
Laws of every Countrey are the Rule for Subjects in ſetting up 
Kings, when it is their own free A and Choice ; and who denies 
this too ? There is a Diſpute indeed whether the Laws of Exgland 
dooblige Subjects in all caſes to y__ the next Lineal —_— the 

rown 
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Crown their King z but no man ever denied, but that in making 
Kings, Subjes are bound by the Laws of the Land, when it is 
their own free and voluntary Act. I am fure my Hypotheſis is not 
concerned in this Queſtion, 2nd therefore be it how it will, it can 
prove nothing againſt me. Or would he prove, that whenan Entail 
is ſetled either by Divine or Humane Laws, God never interpoſes 
by his Providence to ſet up a King, who has not this Entailed Le- 
gal Right ? This was manifeſily talſe, both in the Kingdom of 7u- 
dah and Iſrael, which God had reſerved for his own Nomination, 
or Entail, and yet He {ct up ſeveral providential Kings, Athbaliab in 

«dab, and Baaſha, and Omri, and Ahab, and Joram and others in 
[rael 3 and in all other Kingdoms, at one time or other. Or would 
he prove, that when God by his Providence has ſetled a Prince in 
the Throne without a Legal Right, Subjects ought not to obey 
him, and ſubmit to him as their King? This is confuted by the 
Examples of Judah and Iſrael, who ſubmitted to Athaliab, and their 
providential Kings, who had no Legal Right, by a Divine Nomina- 
tion, or Entail, and are yet never blamcd for it, Or would he 


prove, that a Human Entail of the Crown does as much oblige Sub- 


jeRs in Conſcience to pull down a King,who is ſetled in his Throne 
by God's Providence, with a National Conſent and Submiſſion, but 
without a Legal Right, to ſet the Legal Heir on his Throne again, 
as Jehoiada was, by virtue of the Divine Entail,to anoint Fooſh, and 
flay 4thaliah? This is the ſingle Point he ought to prove z but Ido 
not ſee that he offers any thing like a proof of it. 

The ſum of his Argument is this ; That a Human Entail of the 
Crown, made by the Laws of any Ccountrey, does in all Caſes, 
and to all intents and purpoſes, as much oblige Subjects, as a Di- 
vine Entail, which is only the Law of the Kingdom too. For the 
people of other Kingdoms are as much bound to obſerve their own Laws, as 
the gn of Judah were theirs. 

he Diſpute in general about the Authority and obligation of 
Humane Laws, is very impertinent to this purpoſe; for no man de- 
nies it; But yet we think Divine Political Laws much more ſacred, 
and univerſally obligatory than any meer Human Laws, tho they 
are made by men, who have their Authority of Government, and 
conſequently of making Laws from God z and I believe our Aw- 
thor is the firſt man who has equalled Humane Laws, with thoſe Laws 
which are immediately given by God. 

But the Diſpute between Divine and Humane Laws, and a Di- 
vine and Humane Entail of the Crown, are of a very different na- 

| ture, 
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ture, though -they be both the Laws of the Countrey for which 
they are made, as will cafily appear, if we compare God's making 


Kings by a providential ſettlement of them in the Throne, with a - 


Divine and with a Humane Entail ADivincEntail is God's fetling the 
Crown on ſuch a Family by the expreſs Revelation of his Will; and 
though God ſhould after this, ſettle a Prince in the Throne by his 
Providence, to whom the Crown did not belong by this Entail, 
ſuch a Providence would not juſtifie Subjects in ſubmitting to ſuch 
a providential King, when it is in their power to ſet the right Heir 
upon the Throne ; for this would be to expound Providence againſt 
the expreſs Revelation of God*s Will: Burt a Human Entail is on- 
ly a providential ſcttlement of the Crown on ſuch a Family ; and 
what is ſetled only by Providence, may be unſetled by Providence 
again 3 for where God makes Kings only by his Providence, he 
can unmake them by his Providence alſo , and make new ones. 
This diſcovers the fallacy of what he adds ; We do not oppoſe Hu- 
man Laws to God's Authority, but we oppoſe Laws that are n— by God's 
Authority, and which are a Rule to us, to Providence, which is no Rule. 
Now 1 would ask our Axzthor, Whether the Laws of England,which 
entail the Crown, are not Humane Laws ?It they be,l ask, Whether 
they do not oppoſe theſe Humane Laws to the Authority of God in 
making Kings by his Providence? for do they not refuſe to obey a 
King, whom the providence of God has placed and ſetled in che 
Throne, upon a pretence that he is not King by Law? And then 
I think, they give greater Authority to the Laws of the Land, than 
to Gud in making Kings, which is to oppoſe Humane Laws to 

God's Authority. 
To avoid this, he will not call them Humane Laws, but Laws 
made by Gods Authority ; but the Queſtion is, Whether they are Hu- 
2 mane or Divine Laws ? It is a childiſh piece of Sophiliry, and argues 
a great contempt of his Readers, to call Humane Laws, Laws made 
hang Amthority, becauſe Sovereign Power, which makes theſe 
ws, is God's Authority; as if there were no difference between 
Humane and Divine Laws,becauſe they are both made by God's Au- 
thority ; though the one are made by the immediate Authority of 
God, the other are made by men, who receive their Authority 
from God ; whereas in the tirlt Caſe the Authority of God gives 
an immediate Divine Authority to the Laws made by God, which 
therefore are ſaid to be made by God's Authority z in the other 
caſe the Authority of God terminates on the Perſon, and does not 
unmediately affeQt his Laws — Princes have their Autho- 
2 rity 
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rity from God, but their Laws are the Laws of Men; and the 
difference between them is this, that Divine Laws, which are 
made by God himſelf, have a Superior Authority to Men, and to 
all Humane Laws , though made by a delegated Authority from 
God ; for God grants Authority to Men only in ſubordination to 
himſelf, and the Authority of his own Laws : He might as well 
have faid, That all the By-laws of a Corporation are the King's 
Laws, becauſe made by his Authority granted to them by Charter ; 
and therefore there is no difference between the private Laws of 
the City, and the Laws of the Kingdom, as being both made by 
the Authority of the _ This may ſatisfy our Author, That 
though Humane Laws in ſome ſenſe may be ſaid to be made by 
God's Authority, yet when men oppoſe a legal Entail of the Crown 
to the Authority of God in making Kings, they oppoſe Humane 
Laws to the Authority of God. | 

Well ! but theſe Law are our Rule; they are are ſo, when they are 
not over-rulted by a Superior Authority ; but that they may be by 
the Authority of God : And the Providence of God is no Rule to us 3 If by 
this he means, that we muſt not make Providence the Rule of Good 
and Evil to us, z. e. that we muſt not think it lawful for us to do 
whatever the Providence of God does, I grant it; for the Laws of 
God are the Rules of Good and Evil, not his Providence : but if he 
means,the Providence of God cannot dire ourDuty.cannot lay ſome 
new Obligations on us, and diſcharge our old ones, this is manifeſtly 
falſe in a thouſand Inſtances;every new ConditionProvidence puts us 
in,every new Relation it creates,it requires ſome newDuties,and lays 
fome new Obligations on. us. I ſhall inftance only in-the Caſe before 
us : If the Providence of God can remove one King, and ſet up ano- 
ther, tho this does not alter the Duty of Subjects to their Prince, yet 
it changes the Objed of their Allegiance, as it changes their Prince: 
the Laws of God preſcribe the Duty of SubjeRs to their Prince, but 
the Providence of God: makes him. 

And now let us conſider the oppoſition he makes between Hu- 
mane Laws of Entail, and Providence ; for he confeſſes, they doop- 
poſe Laws made by the Divine Authority, that is, the Laws of the Land, 
which entail the Crown. to Providence, or to the Providence of God 
in making Kings : that is, they think themſelves bound in Conſci- 
ence toadhere to that King, tho out of poſſeſſion, who by the Laws 
of the Land has a legal Right to theCrown, againſt that King,who 
is actually ſetled-in the Throne by the Providence of God : Now 
if we will conſider the ſenſe of things, and not the words, this is 
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no than to fay, that they oppoſe the Providence of God againſt 
Providence 3 his former Providence againſt his later Providence ; 
that is, they will not allow the Providence of God. to change and 
alter, whatever Reaſons*the Divine Wiſdom ſees for it ; but what 
God has once done, that they are reſolved to abide by, whateyer 
he thinks fit to do afterwards, which, is to oppoſe God's Autho- 
rity, and to ſhackle and contine Providence, that it ſhall not alter 
its uſual methods in the Government of the World ; or when it 


has diſpoſed of the Crown once, ſhall never be at liberty, while 


that Family laſts, to diſpoſe of it again to any other. 

For what are theſe Laws, which, he ſays, are made by the Divine 
Authority, and are oxr Rale? They axe the Laws of Succeſſion, 
which entail the Crown, And how does God ſettle the Crown on 
any Family by ſuch Laws ? No otherwiſe but by his Providence, fo 
over-ruling the hearts and counſels of Men, as to conſent toſuch an 


Entail, which gives a. humane Right to the Crown, and bars all 
other humane Claim. So that an Hereditary King, by. a humane. 


entail of the Crown, with reſpe& to God, is only a Providential 


King ; as much a Providential King as the frit of the Family was, 
who obtain'd it by Election, or Conquelt, or worſe Arts, not by. 


God's a—_ nomination of the Perton : So that to opppoſe the 
Laws of Entail made, not by God's immediate Authority, as they 
were in the Kingdom of Jadah, but by the over-ruling influence 


of Providence, againl(t God's ſetting up a new King on the Throne, . 


by other Acts of his Providence, is to oppoſe Providence againſt 
Providence 3 God's Providenee in ſctling the Crown in ſuch a Fa- 
mily by a-lega} Entail, againlt his Providence in ſetling a new King 
upon the Throne: It is all but Providence ſtill, and I detire to know 
why the Providence of an Entail is more Sacred; and Obligatory 
than any other Ac of Providence, which gives a Setled potlcihion of 


the Throne ? 


What follows is pretty, and nothing more: The Land of Ca-- 


naan was divided among, the Twelve Tribes by God's expreſs Com- 
mand, and this anſwers to God's Entail of the Crown on David's 
Family ; the poſſeſſion in all other-Countries is only by Providence, 
and this anſwers to a humane Right and Title to the Crown: Well! 


43 


there is ſomething of likeneſs between them, and what then? And pygcripe: 
therefore according to the DoGtor's way of reaſoning, every Man who wrong- p. 11. 


Fully poſſeſſed himſelf of another Man's Ejtate in that Land (Canaan) 


mult be made to reſtore it ; for God had expreſly given it to the other, and 
to bis Family. But in all other Countries, if s Man by Providence get bis 


Neigh»- 
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Neighbour's Eftate, he muſt have it ;, for the event is God's Ad, and jt is 
bis evident Decree and Counſel that be ſhould kave it. : 
Now the fundamental miſtake, which runs through all . theſe 
kind of Arguments, is this; That th:y make the events of Provi- 
dence in private injuries, Thefts, Robberies, Encroachments of 
one Subje& on another Subje's Rights, to be the very ſame with 
God's diſpoſal of Kingdoms, and to have the ſame effects ; where- 
as all private injuries are reſerved by God himſelf to the correction 
and redreſs of Publick Government, and Humane Courts of Ju- 
ſtice 3 and therefore his Providence has no effe&t at all on fuck 
perſonal Rights ; but the very nature of the thing proves, that 
ſuch diſputes, which are too big for a legal decifion, or any 
humane Courts , for the deciſion of which, God has ereced 
no univerſal Tribunal on Earth , he has reſerved to his own 
judgment , ſuch as the Correation of Sovereign Princes , 
and the transferring Kingdoms and Empires 3; and here the 
final determinations of Providence in fſetling Princes on their 
Thrones, draws the Allegiance and Submiſſion of Subject after it; 
and in ſuch Caſes God does not contine himſelf to determine on 
the fide of Humane Right, but as with a Soveraign Authority, 
and gives the Kingdoms of the World to whom he pleaſes, as he 
can beſt ſerve the Wiſe, and many times the unſearchable deſigns 
of his Providence by itz which ſhows how much our Athor is 
out, in applying what I ſaid of God's making Kings, to God's 
diſpoſal of private Eſtates. It is to ſay, that God, as well as Men, 
confined to bumane Laws ; In abr Fa, ar I ſaid; In diſpoſing of 
Eftates , faith our Awthor, as if diſpoſing of Eftates, and making 
Kings, were the very ſame thing; whereas Ged has erected humane 
Judicaturcs to Judge of the firſt, but has reſerved the ſecond to 
his own judgment ; and when God himſelf judges, he judges 
with Authority, with Wiſdom, with Juſtice, ſuperior to all humane 
Laws. Our Axthor might as well have ſaid, That we muſt not 
reliſt private Men, or Inferior Officers, when they are injurious, 
uſe we muſt not reſiti a Sovercign Prince, when he illegally 
oppreſſes us, as that we muſt not diſpoſſeſs a private Sybje&t, who 
has injuriouſly poſſeſſed himſelf of our Eftates , becauſe Subjects 
muſt not pull down a Prince, who is ſetled in the Throne with- 
out a legal Right. The Poet would have taught him the differ- 
ence between theſe two Caſcs. 


Regum 
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Regum timendorum in proprios Greges. 
Reges in ipſos Imperium eſt Fovis. 


Subje&s are under the Government and CorreQion of Princes 3 
Princes under the Government of Gad. | 

And belides this.according to my Principles, Kings muſt be thorough- 
ly ſetled in their Government before it becomes unlawful for Sub- 
jeas-to diſpoſſels them z and then if he will make the Caſes paral- 
lel, He who unjuſtly ſeizes another Man's Eſtate, muſt be throwghly 
ſetled in it, before it becomes unlawful to diſpoſſeſs him ; but that 
no private Man can be, who is under the Government of Laws, 
and has not the poſſeſſion of his Eſtate given him by Law ; and 
when he has, whether right or wrong, he muſt not be violently 
diſpoſſeſſed again 3 but in Cauſes ſuperior to Laws, as the revolu- 
tions of Government, and the tranſlations of Kingdoms are, 
there may be a thorow. ſettlement by a ſetled poſſeſſion without Law 
and muſt be ſo, where Laws cannot determine the controverly, 
that is, where there is no ſuperior Tribunal to take cognizance 
of it. 

So, that as our Axthor has ſtated the Caſe, it fignities nothing 
to the preſent purpoſe; for whether private Mens Eſtates be ſet- 
led by a Divine or Humane Entail, it is the ſame caſe; if they 
ſuffer any Injury from their Fellow-Subjecs , they muſt ſeck 
for Redreſs from publick Government ; but I could have told 
him a way , how to have applied this caſe to the purpoſe ; 
but then it would not have —_ to his purpoſe, but to 
mine. 

In Canaan, where God allotted every Tribe and Family their 
Inheritance, none could pretend a Right to any Portion of Land, 
but what was allotted them : but in other Countries, which were 
left in common , Poſſeſſion and Occupation gave a Right. Thus 
in Judah, none had an ordinary Right to the Crown , but thofe 
who were nominated by God, or had the Crown deſcended on 
them by a Divine Entail ; but in other Countries, Poſſeſſion and 
Occupation gave a Right to the Allegiance of. Subjes, 

In Canaan, when God had ſetled ſuch an Inheritance in a Fami- 
ly, it could never be perpetually alicnated z but tho it were fold; 
it could be fold for no longer time than till the year of Fitbilee, 
when all Eſtates were to return to their old Proprietors again; but 
m other Countries, Men may part with their Eſtates for ever. Thus 
in the Kingdom of Judah, tho God by his Sovereign Authority 

might 
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might ſet up a Providential King, yet this did not cut off the En- 
tail, but when ever the true Heir appeared, Subjes, if they were 
at liberty, were bound to make him King, and diſpoſſeſs the Ulſur- 
per; but in other Kingdoms, a Kingdom may be lolt, as well as an 
Inheritance ſold for ever. 
In Anſwer to that Obje&tion, That the Laws of the Land in ſuch 
Caſes as theſe , are the meaſure of our Duty, and the Rule of Conſcience z 
and therefore we muſt own no King, but whom the Laws of the Land 
own to be King, that is, in an H reditary Monarchy, the right Heir ;, 1 
Caſe of pranted. That the Laws of the Land are the Rule of Conſcience , when 
Alleg. P- they do not contradift the Laws of God; but when they do, they are no 
319% Ruleto us, but their Obligation muſt give place to a Divine Authority. 
Smppoſe then there were an expreſs Law , that the Subjeas of England 
ſhould own no King but the Right H:ir, and notwithftanding this Law, 
(4s it will ſometimes happen, and bas often happened in England ) a Prince, 
who us not the right Heir, ſhould get into the Throne, and ſettle himſelf there; 
if the Divine Law in ſuch a Caſe commands us to pay all the Obedience and 
Duty of Subjefis to a Prince in the attual Poſſeſſion of the Throne, and the 
Law of the Land forbids it, which muſt we obey, the Law of God, or the 
Law of the Land ? | . 
Poſtſcript To this our Amnthor anſwers, Where is this Law of God, that com- 
p. 11. ' mands us to obey Uſurpers * Where is it ever affirmed in Scripture in ex- 
preſs Terms, or deduced from thence by evident Conſequence ? This I had 
ſhewed before, and it is in my Boek (till, and there he may ſee it. 
But this Law had need be very clear and evident, and the Door had need 
be very ſure of it, when he builds not only his Book, but his Praftice upon 
it, in plain Conradiftion (by his own confeſſin) to the Laws of the Land. 
But I never confeſſed, this was contrary to the Laws of the Land ; 
but on the contrary, that the Laws of the Land, if we will believe 
Learned Judges and Lawyers, do allow and jultify it; and I think 
the Scripture is very plain in the caſe; and if he would give me 
leave to be ſure of any thing, I think I am pretty ſure of it, But 
he proves the Scriptures cannot be clear in the point, from the Con= 
#roverſies about it , in the late diſmal Times of Uſurpation; that is to 
ſay, nothing can be clear in Scripture, which is matter of Contro- 
verſy; and thus we muſt either be Scepticky in Religion, or ſeek 
for an Infallible Interpreter. Thus Hereticks oppoſe the Articles 
of Faith ;' thus Papiſts diſpute againſt the Scriptures being the 
Rule of Faith 3 and whither theſe Arguments will carry our Azthor, 
I cannot tell, but they look very kindly towards Rome; and if that 
be his Inclination, Ican pardon his Zcal in this Cauſe, 
But 


late Caſe of ALLEGIANCE, &c. 49 


But no Learned Men could ever eſpy this Law before the time of Imperia 
John Goodwin. What then does he think of Mr. Calvin and 992 pe 
Grotius, who' have both paſſed for learned Men? And they eſpi- 797m 
ed this Law before the time of John Goodwin, as he may lee, if 5).,; regis 
he pleaſes, in their Commentaries on Daniel, and the Romans ; or & muta 
that he may not ſcek for it, | have given him a taſt of their 70» com- 
Judgment in the Margin. What thinks he of Biſhop Overal”s — 
Convocation ? Were there no Learned M-n in it? And yet they ——__ 
eſpied this Dodtrine, before Fobhn Goodwin was thought of z wat 517 , per - 
Fobn Goodwin thought of this matter. I cannot tell, for I am not quam mul- 


much verſed in his Writings but if fome Men abuſed a true _” 
natura 


Doctrine to wicked purpoſes , muſt we therefore deny the Do- "*"* 

. "—_ ny X ordine ; ſed 
drine , or rather vindicate it from fuch Abuſes? But what ,,,. 

. 6D page apienti 
thinks he of the Primitive Chriſtians , whoſe Senſe he may 'arrempera- 
gueſs at, from what Grotixs has cited z and their practice in :4 ſubdite- 
all the Revolutions of the Empire does more fully declare it ; 76% wtihi- 
for they always ſubmitted to the Reigning Emperor , by what 9/97, 9ur 

, . ff ita meru- 
means ſocver they gained the Throne; and chat is an argu- ,,,..,, 
ment, that they owned the Doctrine, becauſe they practiced it 3 recite hoc 
as our Amthor will quickly be informed by a Learncd Pen. O- olim De- 

. 5 alique- 
ties, Plalm. 75. 6, 7. Prov. 28. 2. Dan. 2. 21, 37. At Chriftus hoc Univerſaliter 4 Chri» 
ſtianis credi, & pro certo haheri woluit. Joh. 19. 11. quem ſequens hoc loco Paulus, nullum ait 
imperium nunc contingere, ni Deo Authoritatem ei ſuam dante, ſicut Rex dat praſidibus. Quod 
ut refius intelligatur, addit, omnia imperia que ſunt, 7. e. quam diu manent ac durant, 3 
Deo conſtitui, i. e. Authoritatem ſuam accipere, non minus quam ſi Reges illi per Prophetas 
unii efſent , ut quidam Syrie Reger. In Clem. Conſt. habemus, To famiia piCn oy , 
ids; in oe wer Riv 1 xeeglovia. Iren. 5. 24. Cujur enim juſſu homines naſcuntur , 
hujus juſſu, & reges conſtituuntur, apts illis, qui illis temporibus ab ipſis regnantur. Tert. Apol. 
Nos judicium Dei ſuſpicimus in Imperateribus , qui gentibus illos prafecit, Grot. in 13. 
Rom. 1. 

Ac ſane hoc verbo mihi videtur Apoſtolus wyoluiſſe tollere frivelam hominum curieſitateyy, al 
ſepe ſolent inquirere quo jure adepti fuerint poteſtatem qui rerum potiuntur ; ſatis Fat - 
efſe debet quod praſunt : non enim conſcenderunt ſud ipſi virtute in hoc faſtigium, ſed , 0g 
# impoſiti, Calv. in 13. Rom. 1. "u Des 


Tegrant indeed , That the Reſolution of Conſcience ought 
not to depend on ſuch Nicties of Law and Hiſtory, as Learn- 
ed Men cannot agree about; and that is a reaſon, why Legal 
Rights and Titles ſhould not be the Rule and Meaſure of. 
our Obedience to Princes , who are poſſeſſed of the Throne 3 
but is this a reaſon to ms the Directions of Scripture 
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too-, becauſe ſome Men will diſpute the plaineſt Texts ? This 


has nothing but either Scepticiſm or Infallibility at the bot- 
tom. 


Poſtſcript, Our Author proceeds to conſider the Scripture-Teſtimonies , 


Pp. 12. 
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which I cite in this Cauſe. And Firft, from the Old Teſta- 
ment , That God giveth Kingdoms to whomſoever be will ; that he 
removeth Kings , and ſetteth up Kings , 4. Dan. 17. 2. 21, 37. 
N®w the whole of his Anſwer to this, is, That Uſurpers are 
no Kings; and therefore , tho God removes Kings, and ſets up 
Kings, he does not ſet up Uſurpers z and the whole of his proof is, 
that Athaliah, who was an Uſurper, was no Queen. As for 
Athaliab, 1 ſuppoſe our Amthor has enough of her already; She 
was God's Providential Queen , tho an Ulſurper, as much as 
Baaſha was God's King. And to ſay, That a King without a 
Legal Title, or an Ulſurper , who has a ſetled Poſſeſſion of the 
Regal Power, is no King, is Nonſenſe, For Regal Power and 
Authority makes a King, as St. Amſtin tells us , Regnum & Regj- 
bus, Reges & Regendoz, that a Kingdom is {o called from Kings, 
and Kings from Governing ; it is certain, he who has the Ex- 
erciſe of the Regal Power and Authority, is King , whether we 
will call him ſo or no; and he is no King,, who has no Regal 
Power, whatever his Title be. If this be not fo, our Laws are 
Nonſenſe, which diſtinguiſh between a King de jwre and de fatts, if 
- King de fafo be no King, tho it ſignifies one who is actually 
ing. 

Bait pray , what Senſe does this make of what the Prophet 
Daniel fays, That God changeth times and ſeaſons, removeth Kings, and 
ſetteth up Kings? By Kings here, according to our Awthor, the Pro- 
phet means not Uſurpers, but Rightful and Lawful Kings 3 and 
then the meaning is, that God removeth, or you down 
Rightful Kings, and that he ſetteth up Rightfal Kings. Now, 
as for ſetting up Rightful Rings, our Anthor likes it very well z 
but how does he like pulling down Rightful Kings, which is 
as much againſt Law and Right, as to ſet up Kings without 
Right? And that ir ſeems God does. He will not allow us to 

y Allegiance to a King. who is ſet up without Right; will 

e then allow us to withdraw our Allegiance from a Rightful 
King, whom God has removed and pulled down? If he wort, 
as it is plain he won't, then God can no more remove a 
Rightful King, than he can ſet up an Illegal Ufurper z; but _ 

tac 
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the Prophet ſays, God removeth Kings, and ſetteth up Kings, 
fo reconcile it to our Author's Hypotheſis, the removed King muſ 
ſignitie an Uſurper, and the King ſet up, a Rightful and Legal 
King, I doubt not but our Axtbor would be aſhamed to ſay this; 
but whether he be or no, he dares not ſay it; for then he 
muſt allow , that King may ſignify an Ulſurper , as well as 
a Rightful King, which overthrows all. he ſays, for then it is 
reaſonable to expound the Text of all Kings, whatever they be, 
who are removed or ſet up. 

And this is evidently the Prophet's meaning, to attribute all 
the changes and revolutions of Government , when ever they 
happened , not to Chance or Fate , but to the Divine Provi- 
dence, that whenever we ſee one King removed, and another 
ſet up, whoever they be, they are removed and ſet up by God, 
who ruleth in the kingdom of Men, and giveth it to whomſoever be 
will, Does whomſoever \1gnitie thoſe only who have a legal 
Right? Does giving ſuppoſe an antecedent right in him to 
whom it is given ? Does giving to whomſoever be will , ſigni- 
te, giving it only to thoſe to whom the Law gives it? Do 
we uſe: to ſay, a Man may give his Eftate to whom he will, 
when his Eftate is entailed , and he cannot alienate it from 
the Right Heir ? We ſhould think this a very abſurd way 
of ſpeaking among Men ; and yet thus our Awthor muſt ex- 
pound God's giving a Kingdom to whomſoever he will, to 
ſignify his giving the Kingdom to the Right Heir. He may, 
if he pleaſe, call this Expounding Scripture ; but I doubt every 
body de will give it ſome other name, and I hope he him- 
ſelf upon ſecond thoughts will be aſhamed of it. 

But it is more abſurd Rill, if we apply it to the occaſion, 
viz. thoſe great Revolutions and Changes of Empires , which 
the Prophet foretold , and which he attributes to God z and 
when Kingdoms and Empires are overturned by violence , it 
is nonſence to talk of God's ſetting up only Rightful Kings , 
not Uſurpers ;3 when all thoſe Revolutions were nothing elſe 
but force and Uſurpation : Men may talk of Law and Right of 
Succeffion in a ſetled Government , but Kingdoms .,are not 
transferred, nor Kings removed, nor ſet up by Law; and there- 
fore when the Prophet tells us with . reſpec to ſuch violent 
Revolutions, That God changes times and ſeaſons, that he re- 


moveth Kings and fetteth » Kings , an ingenious Man muſt 
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be hard put to it, to ſay, This is not meant of Ulſurpers, but 
of Rightful and Legal Kings z whereas if but one of theſe 
muſt be meant, we muit expound it of ſuch Kings, who 
aſcend the Throne by Force and Uſurpation z and if when 
God is ſaid to remove Kings, he will allow this to be meant 
of Rightſul Kings, who were legally poſſeſſed, I wonder how 
he ſhould fancy, that thoſe Kings who diſpoſſels the rightſul 
Kings, and place themſelves'in their Thrones, ſhould in his ſenſe 
be legal and rightful Kings too. 

My Teftimony from the New-Teftament is , Rom. 13. 1, 2. Let 
every Soul be ſubje& to the higher powers, for all power is of 
God. Now by Powers , our Author ſays, 1 underſtand Uſurped as 
well as Lawful Powers : I do fo; by Powers I underſtand the 


- Powers in a ſetled Government, whatever their Claim and 


Title be: He ſays , this is contrary to the current of all good In- 
terpreters ; That I deny: I have ſhewn him already, that I 
have Mr. Calvin and Grotizs on my fide, and the Convocation ; 
and if that will not ſatisfy him , it is no haxd matter to pro- 
duce more. | 

My Reaſon , he ſays, is , Becauſe the Scripture makes no di- 
ftinFion between Kings , and Uſurpers. One of my Reaſons is, 
That the Scripture bas given us no direftions in this caſe, but #0 
ſrubmit and pay all the obedience of Subjes to the Preſent Powers. 
It makes no diſtindtion, that ever I could find, between rightful Kings, 
and Uſurpers , between Kings whom we muſt , and whom we muſt 
not obey. Theſe laſt words he conceals , becauſe they Spoil all 
his Argument : For he adds, I thought the Caſe of Athaliah 
had been a diſtinfion ; and had this precept been given in thoſe days, 
1 wonder whether any body would have doubted of whom it ought to 
be underſtood, of Athaliah or Joaſh. 

But the Anſwer is plain, There was a diſtinQtion between 
Athaliah and Joaſh , That She was an Ufurper , and He the 
Rightſul King ; and I hope our Author had not that mean 
opinion of me, to think that I made no diſtinction between 
an Uſurper and a Rightful King , with reſpe& to their Ulur- 
pation and their Right; but I fay, the Scripture makes no 
diſtinFion between a Rightful King and an Uſurper , with 
reſpe&t to the Obedience of Subjects , while they are ſetled in 
the Throne; the Scripture does not tell us, that there are 
ſome Kings whom we muſt obey, and other Kings , viz. 

Kings 
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Kings by Ufurpation, whom we muſt not obey : And with 
reference to this, the Caſe of Athaliah is no example of ſuch 
a Diſtinction 3 for the Fews were not forbid either by the 
ſtanding Law of the Kingdom , or by Fehoiada, to ſubmit to 
Athaliah , while ſhe was poſſeſſed of the Throne, and foaſt: 
was concealed z but they actually ſubmitted to her , and axe 
no where blamed for it: That Fehoiadz afterwards anointed 
Foaſh, and flew Athaliah, was owing to the Divine Entail of the 
Crown, and was peculiar to Judab, and affets no other Provi- 
dential Kings, who are ſetled in their Thrones. So that had this 
Law been given to the Fews at that time, while Foaſo was concealed, 
it muſt have been expounded of Athaliah, who had poſiciſion of the 
Throne z when Foaſh was known, and anointed, it muſt have been 
—_— of him, as having a Divine Right to the Throne of 
udah. 

He proceeds; But ( ſaith the Doflor) if the Apoſtle had inten- 
ded ſuch a diſtinlien z he ought to have ſaid it in expreſs words ; 
and why ſo, T pray ? I gave him a reaſon for it, which he is 
pleaſed to conceal ; Why ſhould we think the Apoſtle here intends 
a diftinftion unknown to Scripture ? had there been any ſuch Rule be- 


fore given, to ſubmit to Lawful Powers , but not to ſubmit to Vſur- | 


pers , there had been ſome pretence of underſtanding St. Paul's All 
Power , of all Legal Power ; but there bring nothing like this 
any where elſe in Scripture , if he had intended any ſuch diſtindion , 
he ought to have ſaid it in expreſs words, or elſe no body could rea- 
ſonably have underſtood him to intead this Precept of ſubjefion to the 
Higher Powers , only of Powers that had a Legal Right. This I 
thought a very good reaſon, and did not expe to have been 
asked for more, til! this had been anſwered. 

But , ſays our Axthor, does noi the nature of the thing ſufficiently 
diſtinguiſh it * The nature of the thing diſtinguiſhes between a 
Legal King, and an Uſurper, but the nature of the thing 
does not prove, that Uſurped Powers are not the Higher 
Powers, and ought not to be obeyed ;. but, I think, proves 
the quite contrary. But are there not ſeveral Rnles about Right 
and Wrong, which extend to all Perſons and Caſes ? Yes, there 
are; ſuch is the Apoſtle's Rule in this Chapter, tb give to every 
one their due, but then the Queſtion returns, What is their 
due ? Whether Obedience and Subjection be not due to the 
Prince, who governs, not to the Prince who does not, aid 
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. cannot govern, whatever his Legal Right to the Govern- 


ment be ? 

But becauſe this Argument of Right, and our obligations to 
do right to every man, eſpecially to Princes, is that whereon 
this Controverſie turns, I ſhall particularly , but briefly con- 
ſider it. 

The Argument is this. He who by the Laws-of the Land 
has a right to the Crown, has a right to our Allegiance ; 


and whether he be in or out of poſſeſhon , to own any other 
| King , to ſubmit and pay Allegiance to any other, though 


actually poſſeſſed of ,, and ſetled in the Throne, is great inju- 
ſtice to our natural Prince, and a violation of that precept, To 
give to every one their duz. And whatever force- and neceihty we 
are under, we muſt not do ſo wicked and' unjuſt a thing, to 
preſerve our ſelves , nay, to preſerve the Nation from ruine, 
This Objection has been anſwered more than once. in my 
Caſe. of Allegiance z but becauſe I find ſome men very unwil- 


. ling to underſtand it, I will try whether I can fet it in a clearer 


light. Now here are two things to be conliderred. 1, The 
Right to the Crown. 2. The Right to Allegiance. 

As for the firſt, the fundamental prejudice and miſtake ſeems 
to be this, That men make no difference between a Legal Righe 
to. the Crown, and the Legal Right of Subjects to their E- 
ſtates : and therefore think it as wicked and unjuſt, for Subjeds, 
whatever their Circumſtances are, to own any other Prince, but 
the Legal Heir , as it would be for Tenants to pay their Rent to 
any but their true Legal Lord. But I apprehend a great dit- 
ference between theſe two Caſes, and it is this ; That in ſet- 
ling an Eſtate, there is nothing more required but a meer Hu- 
mane Right; - but to make a Legal King, belides an Humane 
Right to the Crown, he muſt have God's Authority. There 
is nothing but a Legal Deſcent, and a Legal Poſſcihon, that gives 
Right to a Legal Eſtate, and therefore the Law muſt have its 
effe&t, and is the only adequate Rule of Right and Wrong in 
ſuch Caſes. - And though the Providence of God allots mens 
private Fortunes ; though he makes rich, and makes poor ; 
yet he gives "no man a Right to an Eſtate, which he has got 
by Fraud, Injuſtice and Violence z nor exempts them from Le» 
gal Puniſhments and Proſecutions ; but leaves all ſuch meer Le- 
gal Rights, under the general influence of his Providence, to the 
care of publick Government. But 


late Caſe of ALLEGIANCE, &c. 


But now if a meer Humane Right cannot make a King , 
but it is God's Authority which makes a King ; if God re- 
ſerves this Authority in his own hands, to the free diſpoſal of 
his own Sovereign Will and Counſel, and does not inſeparably 
annex it to Humane Entails of the Crown ; if God's Authority, 
without a Humane Right, can make a King, but Humane 
Laws cannot make a King without God's Authority ; this may 


ſatisfy us, that when God thinks fit to interpoſe his Authority, 


a meer Legal Right is not a ſufficient reaſon to adhere to a Prince 
whom God has removed from the Throne, nor the meer want of 
a Legal Right, a ſufficient reaſon to diſown a Prince, whom God 
has fet upon the Throne : If meer Law made a King, as it makes 
an Heir to an Eſtate, it were very unjuſt in Subje&s to own any 
but a Legal King ; but if the Sovercign Authority of God can 
remove a King, who has the Legal Right, and ſet up a King, who 
has no Legal Right, then meer Humane Laws are not the only 
Rules of Right and Wrong in this matter : and there is no rea- 
ſon to charge any man, who u;on theſe Terms ſubmits to a new 


Prince, with the leaſt injuſtice, either in diſowning his old Le-- 


gal Prince, or in ſubmitting to a new one. 

Secondly, As tor the Right to Allegiance, it was the great deſign 
of my Book to prove, that Allegiance is not immediately due to a 
Eegal Right to the Crown, but to Government z and therefore a 
Prince, who has a Legal Right to the Throne, but has ic nor, can- 
not have a Right to my Allegiance, till he gains the Throne z and I 
deny him no Right which he can juſtly daim, thol deny my Allegi- 
anceto him, while he is out of the Throne: And methinks our A#- 
thor (ſhould have anſwered all that I (aid upon this Argument, be- 
fore he had ſo dogmatically told us, That the general Rules about 
Right and Wrong, which extend to all Perſons and Caſes, made it need- 
leſs for St. Pax! to have told us, That by the higher pawers, and the 
powers that are, he meant only Legal Powers for if Illegal Powers, 
in his Senſe, may be the highter Powers, and the Powers, that at 
preſent are , who have the aCtual adminiftration of Government, 
and Allegiance be immediately due only to the Governing Powers 
then notwithſtanding the General Rules of Right and Wrong,the Apoſtle 
might mean our Autbor*s Illegal Powers. 1 am ſure the Reaſon of things 
does not prove the contrary ;for when the Allegiance and Obedience 
of Subje&s, is a Duty only for the ſake of Government, for the 


eaſe and ſafety of it, it is very ſtrange that it ſhould not be dae to a. 


ſetled Government, but due to a Prince who does-not, and can- 


not Govern. And. 


- 


5s 


On v 
rs a he oh © A Eto: 


es 


wit; ae 


56 


Convocat. 
Chap. 28 


P- 57- 


AVINDICATION of the 


And if I may. have liberty to diſpute with this A«thor upon his 
own Principles, I defire to know of him, Whether Allegiance be 
due to any Prince upon any other account, than his being inveſted 
with God's Authority ? let him fay it is at the utmoſt peril of his 
Cauſe. How then does God inveſt any Prince with his Authority 
of Government, whom he does not immediately nominate, as he 
did in the Kingdom of Fudah ? it mult be either by annexing his 
Authority to the Legal Office, or by placing ſuch a Perſon on the 
Throne, by what means ſoever he does it, or by both: And then 
it is certain no Prince can have God's Authority, who is not in 
poſſeilion of the Throne, and then n8 Allegiance can be due to him, 
* If God's Authority be annexed to the Regal Office, a Prince 
mult be in the actual Adminiſtration of the Regal Office and Power, 
before he can have God's Authority : as a nj#n muſt be aQually 
married, before he can have the Authority which the Divine 
Laws give to a Husband, If God's {ctling a Prince in the Throne, 
gives Rim this Authority, then no Prince who is removed from 
the Throne, can have God's Authority : And this is agreeable to 
the Language of Scripture,when God is faid, to remove Kings, and ſet 
#p Kings, which when it does not ſignitic the expreſs Revelation of 
his Will, but the Adts of his Providence, can mean no more, than the 
removing one King from the Throne, and , placing another in it , 
as it is elſewhere expreſſed, He pwlleth down the mighty from their ſeat, 
and exalteth the humble and meek, The truth is, The Authority of Go- 
vernment is always God's Autbority ;, and that is the Reaſon Biſhop 0- 
veral's Convocation Book gives, why any degenerate Forms of Govern- 
ment, when throughly ſetled, muſt be reverenced and obeyed ; be- 
cauſe the Authority ſo unjuſtly gotten, or wrung by force from the true and 
lawful Poſſeſſor, is always God's Authority; which they offer no proof 
at all of, but what is ſuppoſed in their Reaſon, that the Authority 
of Government, when it is once ſetled, is God's Authority ; and 
then how thoſe Princes, who, whatever their Right be, have no 
Authority of Government, ſhould have God's Authority, I cannot 
gueſs: For to call a Right to the Crown, the Authority of Go- 
vernment, is contrary to the Senſe of Mankind, when they ſpeak 
of Sovereign Princes : for he has the AQtual Authority, who ac- 
tually adminiſters tne Government; and it is Actual Authority , 
which is God's Authority, not Authority in Fancy and Idea; for 
God does not give Authority to govern, without the Power of 
Government , which is a very fruitleſs and inſignificant Autho- 
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But to proceed, our Author proves by a parallel Cafe, that St. 
Paul by the Hig ber Powers could mean only Lawful Powers, for the 
Apoſtle exhorts ( 13. Hebr. 19.) Obey them that have rule over you, 
meaning the Miniſters of the Goſpel; now the Apoſtle makes no diſtin- 
tion between lawful Miniſters and Intruders, and yet we muſt under- 
ſtand it of lawful Miniſters; and by the ſame reaſon, though Se. 
Paul makes no diſtin&tion between lawful and unlawful Powers, 
yet he means only lawful Powers; for this is the force of his Argu- 
ment, though he has not expreſſed it. 

But theſe Caſes are by no means parallel. For the Apoſtle to 
the Hebrews had no reaſon to make any ſuch diſtinRion, which 
yet was neceſſary for St. Paul to have done, had he intended his 
Precept of Obedience, ſhould be underſtood only of lawful Powers. 

The Apofle to the Hebrews knew, who had the rule over them 
at that time, that they were lawful Miniſters, and exhorts the 
Hebrews to obey them ; and had he added ſuch a diſtinion, it 
would have infinuated, that he knew ſome among them, wha 
were not lawful Miniſters, and ſuch a Suggeſtion without namin 
the Perſons, would have made them jealous of them all, and | if 
ed his Exhortation of obeying them : The Hebrews knew whom 
- St. Panl meant by thoſe, who had the Rule over them, St. Paul 
knew, they were ſuch as ought to be obeyed; and therefore there 
was no need here of any diſtin&tion between lawful Paſtors, and 
Intruders. But St. Pax! gives a general Charge to be ſubje# to the 
higher Powers, and generally affirms, that «lf power « of God, and 
therefore if he had not intended, that we ſhould underſtand this as 
univerſally as he expreſſes it, of «ll Powers, however they came by 
their Power, he ſhould have limited it to legal and rightful Powers. 
He adds, I» ſhort, the Dr's Reafon is againſt him. There has ever 
been a dif infion in the World between Legal and Uſurped Powers, and 
tis probable b that St. Paul ( who was fo learned a Man) knew 
it, and if be had intended to enjoin Obedience to Uſurped Powers, 'tis 
probable he would have ſaid ſo in expreſs terms, but ſince ve never ſaid 
ſo, we have reaſon to conclude be never intended it. ; 

Now douber not but St. Paz! did know this diftinQion between 
Legal and Uſurped Powers, and knew alfo, that the Phariſees made 
this ObjeAtion againſt their Submifion to the Roweans, and for that 
reaſon he affirms, that all power is of God, and that they muſt be 
ſubje& to the Higher Powers, without any diſtinQtion ; which he 
would not have done, if any diſtin&ion ought to have been made; 
when he knew the diſpute was _— the Roways, whom they —_ 
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ed upon as Uſurpers over Iſrael, who were God's peculiar People 
and Inheritance: and yet though there was a diſtintion between 
Legal and Uſurped Powers, there was no diſtinftion made in 
point of Obedience to them, but only by the —_ and there- 
fore with reſpect to the reſt of the World, he ought to have made 
this diſtintion in expreſs words, if he intended any diſtinion 
ſhould have been made. | 

[ have inſiſted the longer on this, becauſe it gives a full Anſwer 
to his next Objection ; that the Interpretation 1 give of the Convwo- 
cation Book, juſtifies an unreaſonable and impious Dottrine, by making 
the As or Permiſſions of Providence a Rule for prattice, againſt Right 
ard Fuftice. Now this, I confeſs, is a very unreaſonable and im- 
pious Dodrine, and were I ſenſible, that any thing I have ſaid, 
would juſtifie this Dodrine, I would immediately renounce 1t ; 
but Lhope when our Author conſiders again, that I have evidently 
proved, that the Interpretation I have given, is the true Senſe of 
the Convocation, he will be more favorable to it, for their ſakes. 
Bur 1 have already ſtated this matter about Right and Juſtice, and 
have ſhewn the difference between the Right of private Men to 
their Eſtates, and of Princes to their Thrones, and to the Allegi- 
ance of Subjeas ; between a Thief's taking a Purſe, and an U- 
ſurper a Crown, by the Providence of God ; between the Provi- 
dence of God in ſuch matters, as he refers to the Correction and 
Redreſs of publick Laws, and publick Government, and what he 
reſerves to his own cognizance and diſpoſal, as he does the Revo- 
_—_ of Government, the removing Kings, and the ſetting up 

ings. . . 

The truth is, our Author writes at that rate, that it 1s to be feared, 
ſome People will ſuſpe&, that he does not believe a Providence, 
or does not underſtand it, or has a mind to ridicule it. For let 
me ask him, does God make Kings in England, or not ? if hedoes 
(which I hope our Author will grant, or he renounces the jure di- 
vino with a witneſs) how does he make Kings ? He ſends no Pro- 
phets among us to anoint Kings, and to tell us, whom he has no- 
minated to Reign over us, and therefore he can make Kings no 
other way among us, but by the Events of Providence: and how 
does God make _ by his Providence 2 truly this can be done. 
no other way, but by placing them in the Throne, and ſet- 
ling them there with the general Conſent and Submiflion of the 
People: does then this Providential Settlement in. the Throne, 
which makes a King, inyeſt ſuch a King with God's —_— 
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if it doesnot, then it ſeems God makes a _ without giving him 


his Authority, makes a King without any Authority to govern, 
which is a ContradiQtion; it he does, does not this make it the 
duty of Subjets to obey ſuch a King ? Are not Subje&s bound to 
obey ſuch Kings, as have God's Authority ? 

Again, ſuppoſe a Prince aſcends the Throne, and obtains the 
Conſent and Submiflion of the People, by the moſt unjuſt force, 
and the moſt ungodly Arts, that can be thought on, who places 
ſuch a Prince on the Throne, if God don't? Our Author accord- 
ing to his Principles muſt anſwer, that by God's Permiiſion he 
Ulurps the Throne, but is no King, much leſs a King of God's 
making. Well, let him call him King, or Uſurper, or what he 
pleaſes, but ic ſeems a Prince may aſcend the Throne, and govern 
a Kingdom for many years (it may be a hundred years, for ſo 


Tong a Preſcri our Awthor requires to give a Juſt Title to an 


Ul ) without God's Authority ; and then I defire to know, 
whether God Rules in ſuch a Kingdom, while an Ulurper fills the 
Throne; The reaſon of the queſtion is plain, becauſe = Prophet 
Daniel pronounces univerſally, that God ruleth in the Kingdom of men, 
and as a proof of it adds, and giveth it ts whomſoever Þ will, and 
then it ſhould ſeem, that God does not Rule in theſe Kingdoms, 
which he does not diſpoſe of by his own Will and Counſel, which 
he doesnot give to whom he will, but ſuffers Uſurpers to take the 
Government of them. For indeed will any Man ſay, that God 
governs ſuch a Kingdom, as 1s not governed by his Authority, or 
Miniſter ? Does Providence and Government ſ1gnihe only his Per- 
miflion ? that God looks on, and ſees Men ſnatchat Crowns, and 
take them, and keepthem, and exerciſe an Authority, which he, 
who is the univerſal Lord of the World, never gave them ? Tore- 
ſolve Providence into a bare Permiflion, eſpecially in matters 
of ſuch vaſt Conſequence, as the diſpoſal of Crowns, is to deny 
God's Government of the World. 

But it is objeed, that to ſay, that Proſperous Uſurpers, when 
they are ſetled in the Throne, are placed there by God, and have 
his Authority, 1s to make God a Party totheir Wickedneſs. Now 
this is another Argument, not merely againſt God's making Kings, 
but in general againſt God's Providence and Government of the 
World : for if God cannot dire and over-rule the Wickedneſs of 
Men to accompliſh | own Wiſe Counſelgand Purpoſes, withour 
being the Author of thoſe Sins, whereby Mch Events are brought 
to pals, there is an end of the A of God, or of his _ 
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neſt and Juſtice ;* for the moſt glorious deligns of God's Grace and 
Providence, haye been accompliſhed by very wicked means, even 
the Crucifixion of our Saviour himfelt. : 

But to confine my {elf to our preſent Caſe of transferring Kin 
doms and Empires, as it was in the four Monarchies. It 1s poſli- 
ble this may ſometimes be done by very honelt means, but it is com- 
monly done by grear Injuſtice and Violence in Men, and yet God 
very juſt and righteous in doing K. | 

No Man, I ſuppoſe, will deny, but that God, as the Supreme 
Lord and Sovereign of the World, may give the Kingdoms of the 
World to whom he pleaſes, without doing Injuſtice to any Prince, 
who can have no Right but by his Gift: No Man will deny, but 
that God may be very juft and righteous in removing ſome Prin- 
ces from their Thrones, and in ſerting up others: And then the 
Tranſlation of Kingdoms, the pulling down one Prince, and fet-; 
ting up enether, - no a&t of Ingoſticn wk Qed ; as.j _ Roar 
gative as the King of Kings, and when it 5 done tor wile, 
and juſt Realone (as we ought always to preſume of what God 
does ) is a plain Demonſtration of the Wildom, and 
2nd rome of his Providence, * 3% 

The only diſpute then can be, about God's bringing ſuch Events 
to pals by the Wickedneſs of Men ; and what hurt is there in clus, 
if God can fo over-rule the Ambition of Princes, ar the Faction 
and Rebellion of Subje&s, as to do that in purſuit of their own 
luſts, which God for wiſe and holy Reaſons, thinks fit to have 
done: It cannot be denied, but that God does permit Men to do 
very wickedly, and if he can permit the Wickedneſs of Men with- 
out being of their Sins, I hope wo dire and overrule their 
Wickedneſs to wile purpoſes, to bring Good aug of Evil, and Or- 
der out of Confuſion, can be no blemifh to Providence. Indeed 
I ſhould be much paroles to juſtifie the Divine Providence, 1 per- 
mitting the Sins of Men, eſpecially ſuch Sins, as do great miſchief 
to the World, were x very well fared, that God over-rules 


all co wiſe and . (224428 
Let us fappale. an Ambitious Prince ſpurred: on with Fame and 
Glory to graſp. at an Univerſal Empire ; our Author will not ſay, 
but that God: may permit this Mao, to ravage and depopulate 
Countries, to pull Princes from their Thrones, and to-brigg their 
Kingdoms into Subjedpn to himſelf : ſuch Men there are in all 
Aga, did not God fit to reſtrain them, and. to fling Dith- 
iss 12. their ways to maks them.tams and quiet. Now I would. 
ask 
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late Caſe of ALLEGIANCE, &c. 


ask any Man, which moſt becomes the Divine Wiſdom, to ſuffer 
fuch Men when they pleaſe to overturn Kingdoms, and to bring 
horrible Defolations on the World, only to gratifie their'own 
Luſts; or to give the Reigns, and to give proſperous Succeſs to 
them, when he ſees fit co new model the World, to pull down ſuch 
a Prince, or to chaſtiſe and corre& ſnach a Nation : I am fare this 
much more becomes the Wiſdom and Juſtice of Providence, than 
a bare permiffion of ſuch Violence, without any farther deſign 
which does not become the Wiſe Governor of the World. And if 
God may permit ſuch Wickedneſs and: Violence without contribu- 
ting to their Sin, or being a Party to their Wickedneſs ; much 
more may he over-rule their Wickednels for wiſe Ends, make them: 
the Executioners of his Juſtice in poting a wicked Age,and trans- 
terring Kingdoms ; and then why may not God give them thoſe 
"Janes wn ES he has overturned by them ? for I ſuppoſs, it is as 
agreeable co the Sovereignty, Wiſdom and Juſtice of God, to give a 
Kingdom to a violene Ulurper, as to ſuffer a wicked, impious, ty- 
rannical Princeto aſcend the Throne, with a legal Title: and yec 
this God often does, witneſs many of the Roman Emperors, whom 
I know our 4uthey will have to be legal Princes ; and thoſe who 
will not allow them to be legal Princes, need not want Examples of 
this nature in Hereditary Kingdoms. | 

But our Aatber fays, that to own an Ulurper; who is ſetled ins 
the Throne by Providence, and to obey and ſubmit to him as our 
King, juſtifies an unreaſonable and wicked DoGrine, by making the 
Atts or Permiſſions of Providence , a Rule for praftice againſt Right 
and Fuſtice ; as for his Rigbt ane” 1; it has been conkfdered al- 
ready, let us now confider how far the Providence of God may be 
the Rule for pratiice. : : 

It is indeed an impious Dodtrine to juſtifie every Action, and 
every Cauſe which Seeds God many times proſpers very e- 
vil Deſigns, when he can ſerve a good End by them ; and there- 
fore to meaſure the good or evil of things by external fuccels, to- 
conclude, that is God's Cauſe, which the Providence of God pro- 
ſhers, confounds the difference of good and evil, and deſtroys all 
x any x: Rules of Right and Juſtice: but yet it is ſo far from 
being an impious Dodrime, that ic is a neceſſary Duty, to con- 
form our ſelves to the Divine Providence, and to difcharge thoſe 
Duties and Obligations, which the Providence of God lays on us 
according to the Nature and Intention of the Providence : and 


thus the Providence of God in ſome ſenſe. may be the Rule of our 
Practice,. 
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Practice, and may make that our Duty, which was not, and that 
ceaſe to be our Duty, which was our Duty before: and thus it al- 
ways is when the Providence of God changes our Relations, or 
Condition of Life ; as to mention only our preſent Caſe, when he 
removesone King, and ſets up another ; for he muſt transfer my 
Allegiance, when he changes my King. 

The truth is, as far as I can perceive, the great, if not the only 
faultof my Caſe of Allegiance, is this unreaſonable and impious Do- 
.Arine of Providence: for ſome Men cannot endure to hear, that 
God makes Kings by his Providence, for that argues there is a 
God others cannot bear the thoughts, that Kings Reign by God's 
Authority, for then they cannot make and unmake Kings, as they 
pleaſe; others will by no means allow, that the Providenceof God 
can make a King againſt the Laws of the Land, can remove a 
rightful King, and ſet up a King without a legal Title, at leaſt 
not without the death or ceffion of the _ King, or a hun- 
dred years Preſcription ; but to ſay, that the Providence of God 
gives his Authority to a King de fa&s, who is ſetled in theThrone; 
this 1s an irpions DofFrine. 

So that had [ left out Providence, I wh have had fairer. quar- 
ter on all hands, though in effe& the thing had been the ſame, 
and I had taught the ſame thing, viz. that when a rightful King 
1s diſpoſſeſſed, Subjets may own and ſubmit to the Kung, who 1s 
ſetled in the poſſeflion of the Throne, which is all I undertook 
to prove. 

Had I only ſaid, that Conqueſt in a juſt War, by the Law of 
Nations, gives a Right to the Conqueror, though the former King 
be alive, and has made his Eſcape. HadI only ſaid, that unjuſt 
Force and Violznce makes i lawful for Subjeas to ſubmit, when - 
the Prince cannot prote& them, and ſuch Submiſſion and Conſent 
of the People ſertles a Prince in the Kingdom, I might have el: 
caped very well, as others have done. 

Or had I only ſaid, that the Laws of the Land allow and require 
Subjeas to pay Allegiance to a King de fa#o in poſſefiion of the 
Crown, moſt of our Now-ſwearers themſelves would have allow'd 
this a good Plea, could I have perſuaded them it was true ; for 
the Laws of the Land they muſt allow to be the rules and mea- 
ſures of our Allegiance. 

But now to add, that God by all theſe ways and means makes 
Kings, and ſertles them on cheir Thrones, gives his Authority 
to them, this ſpoils all, and is an impious DotFrine : that is, any of 

wy theſe 
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theſe waics will make very good Kings without God ; but it is 
a very wicked thing to ſay, that God makes them Kings, or gives 
his Authority to them: For it is a dangerous thing to allow, 
that God makes Kings, or that Kings have his Authority, or thac 
the Providence of God does not barely permit, but Govern all 
the Chan m_ Revolutions of the World. 

Bur I - learnt from Scripture (and B. Overal's Convocation 
Beek proves, that thoſe learned Men were of the ſame mind) that 
Kings are made only by God, and that ic is God's Authority, 
which makes them Kings; and therefore I could not think it 
enough to ſay by. what viſible means Princes are advanced to the 

Throne, without adding, that the Providence of God by theſe 
means ſettles them in the Throne, and gives his Authority to 
them, on which the true reſolution of Conſcience depends in 
all ſuch Revolutions: And if this be my only fault, chat I afſerc 
the Right and Prerogative of God in making Kings, and the 
Wiſdom and government of Providence in all the Revolutions 

R of States and Empires, I am contented to ſuffer obloquy and 

1 reproach for maintaining ſuch Impious Do@rines. 

| Our Author in his Anſwer has another Argument to prove, that 

we miſrepreſent the Senſe of the Conwecation, which he [> thought 

fit to leave out in his Poſftſcripe, viz. That the Interpretation we Anſ p21, 

give of it, is inconſiſtent with the main and Fundamental Dottrines 22. 
of the Convocation Book, wiz, Rm Obedience and Now-reſiſt ance. 

But if the Convocation taught both (as they certainly did) it 

is a (gn, that whatever our Author thinks, or whatever he can. 
prove, the Convocation did not apprehend any inconſiſtency be- 
tween them. I obſerved in rhe Caſe, that the Do&rine of Obedience 
and Allegiance to the Preſent Powers, is founded on the = Princi- Caſe of Al- 

ple with the Dofirine of Now-reſiſtance and Paſſive Obedience, v12. (9. P- 35- 

'2 That God makes Kings and Inveſt; them with his Authority, which 
equally proves, that all Kings who have received a Swvereign Autho- 
rity from God, muſt be ObeJed, and muſt not be Reſifted : And there- 
fore all ſetled Governments, as the Convocation aflerts, having their 
Authority from, God, muſt be obeyed, for the ſame reaſon, for 
which we muſt not reſiſt Sovereign Princes, wiz. becauſe the 
have = Authority from God ; but this our Author thought fit 

to paſs over. 

or it 15 a plain Caſe, that Nowrefiftance and Paſſive Obedience, 

can be due only to: hirh who is our King, and if God can re- 
move one King, and ſet up another, Non-refitance-muſt be Due, . 

not 
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nat to the King, whom God has pulled down, but to the King 
whom God has ſet up ; and therefore he may harangue as long 
as he pleaſes upon this Argument to no purpoſe, unleſs he can 
dy that God hath not pulled down one King and ſet up ano- 
ther. | 
His next Argument againſt this Interpretation of the Codwoca- 
tion Book is this: That it reproaches the Virtue and Phyalty of thoſe 
admirable Men, who Suffered between the Years 42. and 60. And 
therefore this cannot be the Senſe of the Convocation ; for no 
doubt the Convocation in 603. had great regard to the Loyalty 
of thoſe who Suffered between 42. and 60 ; by a Spirit of Pro- 
pheſie I ſuppoſe. ; 

And here our Author grows very angry, both in his Anſwer 
and Poſtſcript, and gives many hard and yo Words to his 
Adverfaries, but be that to himſelf, I am reſolved not to be angry. 

This I anſwered at large in the Caſe of Allegiance, ( p. 46. &c.) 
and ſhall now take a brief review of it. 

I ſaid, it is @ great Prejudice but no Argument ; for if theſe Principles 
be true, and according to theſe Principles they might bave complied with 
thoſe Uſurpations, that they did not, is pans. of the Principles. 

He anſwers, I thougbt an Argument from Example bad been an 
Argument, though not always @ wery good one ; Right! but Example 
is only a Prejudice, not an Argument againſt plain Reaſons,whi 
cannot otherwiſe be anſwered ; let Reaſons be firſt anſwered,and 
then when there is no Reaſon againſt a _ the Examples of 

reat and wiſe Men without any other Reaſon carry ſome Au- 

ority with them: eſpecially when we have other good Reaſons 
for doing any thing, Example gives ſome new ſtrength to them; 
.and thus the Example of Faddus may be an Argument, when o- 
ther Examples are none: though he knows the Example of Fad- 
dus was alledged by me only to prove the ſenſe of the Convocation, 
and how Faddus himſelf —— his Oath: of Allegiance to Da- 
rius, which is a very different Caſe from what he urges. 

But to let paſs his tranſport of Zeal, and to mom the froth 
and folly of it, when he urges the Examples of thele great Men, 
there are many things he ought to have conſidered. 

As 1. He ſhould | hn conlidered whom he reproach'd in all 
this as well as whom he commended, He reproaches all thoſe, 
who in thoſe times of Confuſion ſubmitted to the Uſurped Pow- 
ers, and lived quietly and peaceably under them, and yet the 


King found a great many true Friends, and Loyal Perſons, at his 
return 
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late Caſe of ALLEGIANCE, &c. 
return among thoſe Men : He reproaches all thoſe Rand Perſons 
both of the Nobility, Gentry, and Clergy, who ſuffered chear- 
fully under thoſe Uſurpations, and as chearfully comply with the 
preſent Revolution, which, as I obſerved before, is an Argument, 
that they make a great difference between theſe two Caſes : Bur 
if as our Authozr argues, to juſtific our preſent Submiflion and 
Compliance be to reproach choſe Wortbies, who ſuffered for their 
King in that horrid Rebellion and Uſurpation ; then he muſt 
upon his Principles accuſe thoſe Worthies, who ſuffered for their 
King then, with falling from their Loyalty, by their preſent Com- 
pliance. He reproaches all the Nobility, Gentry, and Clergy, 
who have now Sworn Allegiance to their preſent Majeſties ; and 
tho thyClergy,he ſaysireonly a Company of Weather-Cock Diwvines, 
therefore 1t 15s no great matter for them, yet-I doubt the No- 
bility and Genty will not take it well from him, to be thoughe 
IWeather-Cocks, or leſs Loyal, than thoſe who ſuffered for K.Charles 
| were. And if it moves our Authour's Indignation to ſee the Worthies 
of the World, and of our Church mocked, and diminiſhed, and repre- 
ſemted as Fools and Knaves (which no body has done but hi ag 
a much cooler Man than he is, may be a little moved, if not 
with Indignation, yet with Contempt, to ſee all our preſent Wor- 
thies 1n and State ſo maliciouſly 1: | 
213. 1f our Authour will argue from Examples, he ought noe 
only to conſider what was done, but upon what Principles they 
did it, whether they were all of our Azthowr's mind, that it is ab- 


ſolately unlawful in any Caſe whatſoever, to ſubmit to a Prince, 


who is pollefled of the Throne, while the legal King, or his true 
Heir ts living, tho diſpoſſefled. Ir is probable ſome fow might 


be of this mind; but that this was their general ſenſe, can never 


be proved ; and that it was, is very improbable; for it was neither 
the Dodrine of the Church, nor the Law of the Land: And 
| yet if our Authowr cannot prove this, he proves nothing to his pare 
poſe ; if they did not a& upon his Principles, though they ſuffer- 
ed for their King then, they might have complied now, as ſome 
of them have done, and yet don't think they have recounced the 
true Principles of Loyalty by it. 

315. When he reſolved to argue from Example, he ſhould have 
cn conſidered, whether there are not more and greater 
Examples on the other fide, whether ſuppoſing the Cale to be as 
he repreſents it, there be any thing like it in all Story, either 
ſacred or profane, whether both Fews and Chriſtians did not ab 


ways ſubmit to the preſent Powers, when the Government was 
| K ſettled 
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ſettled by what wicked means ſoever it began: But I ſhall not 
enter upon this Argument now, which will be managed by a 
more learned Pen. | 

I ſhewed what a vaſt difference there was between the late 
times of Rebellion and Ulurpation, and this preſent Revolution 
this he cannot deny, but ſays, it makes no difference in the Ar- 
gument ; let us then try that. 

But to ſtate the matcer ſo plain, that our Authour himſelf, had 
he never ſo much mind to it, ſhall not be able co miſtake or miſ- 
repreſent it, I muſt firſt premiſe, that they are two "gry differ- 
ent Queſtions, as I have obſerved above, When it is lawful to ſub- 
mit to Uſurping Powers ? and, When it becomes a Duty to do it ? 
It is lawful to fubmit, when we are under ſuch force as can com- 
pell us; it is our Duty to ſubmit, when, as the Convocation lays, 
the Government is throughly ſettled ; now whule we are in this ſtate, 
that we are under mere force, but the Government not ſetled, 
we may either ſubmit or not ſubmit without Sin; and then that 
which muſt turn the Scale, are Arguments from [ntereſt. 

Now, what ſaid upon'this occaſion in.the Caſe of Allegiance, 
had reference to both theſe, viz. That Subjects were not in thoſe 
days bound in Conſcience to ſubmit to theſe uſurped Powers, and 
not being bound in Conſcience todo it, there were many reaſons 
which night move the Royal Party not to do it. 

Now this is-fo far from leſſening and reproaching their Loyalty, 
that it is greatly for the Commendation of ic 5; that when they 
were not bound in Conſcience to ſubmit to thoſe Uſurpations, 
tho by Submiſſion, our Athour intimates, they might have made 
better Terms for themſelves, yet they rather choſe to venture 
their Lives and Fortunes to reſtore the King, which is not, as our 
Authour inſinuates, to prefer their Intereſt to their Conſcience 1n \erv- 
ing the King ; but where Conſcience was not concerned to the 
contrary, to venture their Intereſt, their Lives and Fortunes, to 
reſtore the King. Tho Men are but Men, and if what I ſaid be 
true, that there were many Reaſons which touched their Inter- 
eſts, why they ſhould not fubmut to thoſe Ulurpations; I cannot 
fee what Diſhonour it is to them, to ſay that it may be ſuppoſed, 
that the utmoſt Deſpair under a violent Uſurpation, and the on- 
ly poflible proſpe of bettering their Condition by the return- of 
the King, might, not influence their Conſciences, but inſpire and: 
quicken their Loyalty. | . 

Now that they were not bound in Conſctence to ſubmit to thoſe 
Ulurpers, I proved, becauſe their Government was never ſetled; 

| and 
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late Caſe of ALLPGIANCE, &c 
and tho the Convocation does not deny the lawfulneſs of ſubmit- 


ting to Power before a Settlement, yet they do not make it a ne- 
ary Duty, and matter of Conſcience to ſubmit, till the Go- 


. vernment is throughly ſetled. 


The Convocation alledges two ways, whereby a Government 
wickedly and unjuſtly begun, may be throughly ſerled, wiz. By 
a general Submiflion, or by Continuance; that they had nor 
continuance enough to make a Settlement, I proved, becauſe the 
Government was frequently _ and new moddelled, which was 
mo Argument of Settlement ; and as for Settlement by a general 
Submiflion, they could not pretend to that, for they never had a 
National Conſent and Submiſſion. 

That they had no ſuch National conſent, needs not be pro- 
ved to'any Man, who remembers the ſtory of thoſe days. I 
ſuppoſe no man will pretend ſuch a conſent to the Government 

the -Parliament, when all the Repreſentatives of the Na- 
tion were tlung out of the Houſe, excepting thoſe few Rumpers, 
becauſe they would not conſent. ; 

Nor will it be pretended that Cromwell: Diſſolving the Rump- 
Parliament, and C— ſome ſele&t Perſons out of every 
County, nominated by himſelf and his Council of Officers, with- 
out any EleRion of the People, to be the Repreſentative of the 
Nation, had a National conſent : Nor had the Council of State 
choſen by this Mock-Houſe of Parliament, any greater Autho- 
rity than their Maſters 3 nor did their Reſignation of their Power 
to Cromwell again give any Authority to him, or carry a Natio- 
nal Conſent with 1t. 

Nor will it be pretended, that the Infrument of Government, a- 
greed on by Cromwell and his Officers, which made Cromwel! 
Lord Proteftor of the Three Nations, had any National Conſent : 
Ic is plain, it had no National Conſent in framing it, and it 
is as plain, that it was never afterwards confirmed by any Na- 
tional Conſent and Submiſſion. 

The Parliaments called according to the direfions of this In- 
ſfrrument, never could make a National Conſent or Submiflion ; 
for they were not choſen according. to the ancient Cuſtoms 
and Uſages of the Nation, nor were they the Repreſentatives of 
the Nation, but only of a prevailing Party and Faction in it; for 
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| by Article 14. it is provided, That all and every Perſon and Perſons, Whit- 

who have aided, adviſed, aſſiſted, or abetted in any War againſt the lock's Me- 

Parliament, ſince the firſt day of Jan. 1641. (wnleſs they bave been ſince 

an the Service of the Parliament, and you fignal Teſtimonies of their Pe 
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good Aﬀetions thereunto) ſhall be diſabled, and be uncapable to be ele- 
Hed, or to give any Vote in the Elettion of any Members to ſerve in the 
new Parliament, or in the three ſucceeding Triennial Parliaments. So 
that a great part of the Nation were hereby wholly excluded from 
choofing, or being choſen Members of Parliament : When they 


were thus choſen, this Ele&ion did not make them Parliament- 


Men, unleſs they were approved of by the major part of the Council, 
to be Perſons nat diſabled, but qualified gs __ d. Artic. 21. When 
they were thus cholen and approved, they had no Authority to 
reject this new Mode, but-it is provided, Ari. 12. That the Perſons 
eleZed ſhall not have power to alter the Government, as it is hereby ſet- 
led in one ſingle Perſon and a Parliament. . 

The fr/t Parliament met Sept. 3.54. and began to be very buſie 
about the new Government, but the Proteor ſent for them tothe 
Painted Chamber, and taught them better, that the ſame Govern- 
ment that made them a Parliament, made bim Proteffor, and that as 
they are inmtruſted with ſame things, [a is be with other things. That 
there were ſome things in the Government fundamental, coul] nas 
be alered (tho this Inſtrument had no other Authority but his own, 
and his Council of Officers) as 1. That the Government ſhould be in 


one Perſon, and a Parliament, — and therefore he was ſorry to, under- 


ffand that any of them ſhould go about to overthrow what was ſo ſetled, 
(it ſeems then this Parliament at the beginning was fo far from 
A \ } wy Submiſſion and Confent, that . were about to 
overthrow this new Settlement) azd to prevent ſuch. great Incomve- 
wiences, be was neceſſtated to appoint a Teſt, or Recognition of the Go- 
wernment, which was to be ſigned by them, before they went any more 
— % Sk. _— = cs, J ſelf to be true and 

T A.B. by free je and engape elf to be true and 
faithful to the Lord Line bi and to the r 4 Las. Þ. of England, 
Scotland, and Ireland, aud ſhall not (according to the tenor of the 
Indemture whereby I am returned to ſerve in this preſent Parliament). 
propoſe or give any Conſent to alter the Government, as i is ſetled m 
one ſingle Perſon and a Parliament. That day £30 Members ſub- 
ſcribed it, and took their Places inthe Houſe, how many more 
did afterwards is not ſaid. 

And yet this very Parliament ſpent near five Months in their de- 
bates about the new- Governmene, and the ProteFor was glad to 
diſſolve them at laſt; and this does not look like a National Sub- 
miſſion and Conſent : eſpecially confidering the Phot, which was 
ready to break out upon 1t, and the Declaration of the free and w#ll- 
ffeed People of England, now in Arms again the Tyrant Qhvec 
Cromwell In, 


_ 
late Caſe of ALLEGIANCE, &c. 69 


In the /econd Parliament Sept'1655. many Perſons who were re- 
turned by the Country for Members were not admitted igto the 
Houſe, as not approved by the Council, which occaſioned their = 
publiſhing a Remonſtrance, ſubſcribed by near one hundred of them, 151d. 

the reading of which will ſatisfie any man, how far that new Go- P- $49 
vernment was from having a National Conſene and Submiſſion. 
IL, But this is enough for my preſent purpoſe, to ſhew that thoſe Ulur- 

tions were never ſetled by a National Submiffion and Conſent, 
no all the ſettlement they had was mere force: and now let us 
hear what our Amutbor {ays to this. : 

As for the Governments being frequently changed, he ſays, every one Poſtſcript 
of theſe changes was a ſettlement, if the Dr's notion of ſettlement be ®* © 
right : butit 1s plain according to my notion none of thzm were 
ſettlements; for none of them had the general Conſent and Sub- 
miffion of the People ; and though the Power of che Nation was 
for ſome time in their hands, the continuance of none of theſe 
changes was long enough to make a Serclemsnt by Preſcription 
without Conlent. : 

s be He adds. But as the National Conſent in Parliament, that is indeed 
part of our Conſtitution, but what is that to Uſurpation, which may 
Uſurp as well upon all Branches of the Conſtitution as upon one. But I 
do not urge & National Conſent in Parliament, conſidered as part of 
our Conſtitution, but barely conlidered as a National Conſent, for 2 
National Conſent and Submiffion is neceſſary to the ſettlement of 
any new Government, and this muſt be declared by one"means 
or other. The Conſent of a Parliament freely choſen by the Bo- 
dy of the People, muſt be allowed to be a National Conſent, and 
that Conſent the preſent Government has : but where there is no 
Conlent in Parliament, in a Nation which never gives their con- 
ſent any other way but by their Repreſentatives, when aGovern- 
ment dares not call ſuch a Parliament, nor ask their conſenc, or if 
they do ask, are denied it; it is evident there is no National Con 
ſent. What he ſays indeed is true, that bed Cromwell poſſeſſed hine- 
ſelf of the Authority of Kings, Lords and Commens ; had he been ſer- 
led in this Pofſeftion by the general Conſent and Submiflion of the 
; People ; he hed bad God's Amthority in all thoſe reſpetts, and ought to 
| bave been obejed; but without ſach a pay rag People might 
| for a'while have filencly ſubmitted to Power, they were at liberty 
| to caſt off the Yoke, when they had power and opportunity to do 
K This is my Notion of a thorough Settlement, to whichhe appeals; 
| and let any Man try, whether ( as he ſays) it will fe Cromwell in 
| all reſpetts, juſt as if it had. been made for bim, vize When the _— 
| prom 
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Adminiſtration of Government, and the whole Power of the Nation « 


in the pands of the Prince, when every thing is done in bis Name, and 
by bis Authority; had I added no more, the Author might have pre- 
rended, that the Government of ghe Rump-Parliament, and of 
Oliver Cromwell had this Settlement, but what follows ſpoils this 
Conceit, when the Eſtates of the Realm, and the great Body of the 
Nation has ſubmitted to him. 

So that here was no ſuch Settlement of theſe Uſarpations, as 
could oblige Subjeas in Conſcience to obey them and to ſubmit 
ro them; and when it was not matter of Duty and Conſcience 
to ſubmit, [ſhewed that there were other very great Reaſons, why 
they ſhould not ſubmit ; not ſuch Reaſons as ought to have over- 
ruled their Conſciences, had it been matter of Duty, for there are 
no ſuch Reaſons to be had, but ſuch as were very reaſonable and 
almoſt invincible'Prejudices againſt Submiſſion, when Conſcience 
was notconcerned; and this anſwers all his little ObjeQions. 

As, 1. The great Villanies of thoſe days in an open and bare-facd 
Rehbellion—and in the barhbarous Murder of one of the beſ® Princes in 
#he World---this, he ſays, makes no difference in my Arguments, What ! 
not to prejudice wiſe and good Men againſt all Compliances ? For who 
that con'd poſſibly avoid it, (that is, where ſtrict Duty does not ob- 
lige, nor urefiſtible Force conſtrain ) would ſubmit to ſuch Men? 

2. The barbarous uſage the Kings Friends met with. This he con- 
feſſes makes ſome difference in pot of Imtereſt, but none in +4 
Conſcience; nor did 1 ſay it did, but it juſtly created a great Averſi- 
on to thoſe Uſurpations, and was a reaſon not to ſubmie, when 
they were not obliged in Conſcience to do it, fince all the Inter- 
eſt they had in the World -engaged them, not to ſettle by their 
Submitfions, but to do all they could to overturn thoſe Uſarpa- 
tions. 

3. The Church of Englend was overturned, Biſhops, Deans, &c, 
turned out, and their Lands and Revenues ſold; the Loyal Clergy were 
Malignants for what they bad done, and bad no 1ay to keep their Liv- 
ings, but by renowncing the Church of England. 

To this he anſwers; the Caſe 5s concerning Civil Government, not 
Eccleſiaftical. But yet whoever loves the Church, will not chuſe 
to ſubmit ( when they are not _ in Conſcience) to ſuch 
Uſurpations on the State, as overthrow the Church : Whe- 
ther they were obliged to renounce Epiſcopacy or not, they ſaw 
it deſtroyed, and not ſo much as an Indulgence allowed to the 
Worſhip or Government of the Church of England. What he 
adds, 1 would defire him carefully to conſider, for it did not 

| concern 


late Caſe of ALLEGIANCE, &c. 


concern them ; that to be diſabled to keep a Living, though a Very 
good one, is no reaſon to rebel againſt a ſettled Government. 4. The 
whole Government in Church and State was overturned, which was 
the fundamental Conſtitution of the Nation; but this, he ſays, is on- 
ly changing the form of Government, as the Dr. knows the Conwoca- 
tion ſays, when ſuch degenerate forms of Government are throughly 
ſettled, TI grant it, but when ſuch degenerate forms of Government 
are not throughly ſettled, the ſubverſion of the fundamental Con- 
ſticution of the Nation, 1s a reaſonabfe prejudice againſt ſubmiC. 
ſion, when it is not a duty. : 

His parting Obje&ion 1s ſo very ridiculous, that had he begun 


with it, I ſhould have thought he had only intended it for a jeſt, 


but I am now ſo well acquainted with his way of reaſoning, that 
I am ſatisfied, he is capable of thinking it an argument ; and it is 
this. If poſſeſſion of Sovereign Power contrary to Law, be God's Au- 
thority, and ought to be obeyed, then whatever Sovereign Power a 
Prince poſſeſſes Tamſelf of, is likewiſe God's Authority, and ought. to 
be obeyed, —— If therefore @ Prince in a limited Monarchy reſolves eo 
be arbitrary — to make his will the Law, and to exerciſe an Illegal 
Power, he muſt be obeyed as Gods Authority. 

But where do I ſay, that paleſon of Sovereign Power contrary to 
Law is Gods Authority ? He does not pretend, that I ſay it in ex- 
preſs words, but this he ſuppoſes is the ſenſe of what I fay : But 
I defire he would keep to my words, for I will anſwer for none 
of- his ſenſes, unleſs I were better ſatisfied both of his underſtand- 
ing and honeſty. I ſay indeed, that a Prince who is ſettled in 
the polſſeflion of Sovereign Power, though he have no legal Title 
to the Crown, has Gods Authority ; and what —_ c oweng 
the poſſeſſion of Soverei er contrary to Law is God's Authority ; 
how ,/ ts fallow ? F nn God ſettle a King upon the 
Throne without a legal Title, but he muſt be preſumed to give 
him Authority, when ever he has power, to govern by an Ar- 
bierary will, againſt the Laws of the Land ? cannot God make 
a King, without giving him Authority to do all that he has power 
to do | 


o do * . 
But the formal reaſon of obedience to ſuch a Prince is becauſe hs 
hath God's Authority, and the evidence that he hath God's Authority, 
is becauſe be is ooſeed of Sovereign Power, Suppoſe this, though. 
God's Authority be the formal reaſon of our obedience to a Prince, 
et it is not the Rule of our obedience, and therefore we are not 
und to obey every thing- he commands, though he have God's 


Authornty . 


The: 


Poſtſcript 
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The Authority of God is only an Authority to govern according to 
the Laws of God and Nature, or the Laws of the Landz and tho 
Sovereign Princes may have fuch an Authority, as muſt not be reliſted, 


:yet in a limited Monarchy they have no more Authority from God to 


cranſgreſs the Laws of the Land, than in an abſolute Monarchy they 
have to tranſgreſs the Laws of God and Nature. Indeed Arbitrary 
Government is not the poſſeſſion of Sovereign Power, which is God's A#- 
#bority, but the arbitrary Exerciſe of it : And tho we mult obey God's 
Authority, it does not hence follow, that we muſt obey the Exerciſe 
of Arbitrary Power. 

And yet I do not attribute Gods Authority (which we muſt obey 
in Conſcience) to the bare poſſeſſion of Power, but to the ſetled poſ- 
ſeflion of ie; that'is, with the Conſent and Submiſſion of the People; 
and could any Prince change a limited into an abſolute Monarchy by a 
National Conſent, Subje&s were then as much bound in Conſcience to 
ſubmit to an arbitrary Power in all matters, which have no mogzal 
evil in them, as they are now to obey the Laws but then this would 
not be an Authority againſt Law, but the Law would be changed : 
Thus it is not yet, and we arc in no danger now it ſhould be fo; 
and therefore the Caſe of the Dcelaration,and of Magdalen-Colledge, Oe. 
are very impertinently alledged by our Author, and he had better re- 
> them, till he can bring us under the Government of a Frexch 

ower, | 

-But do not I ſay, That when the Laws of the Laxd contradid} the Laws 
of God, they are no Rule to w, but their Obligation muſt give place to 
Divine Authority. Hc ſhould have cited the whole, That the Laws of 
'the Land are the Rule of Conſcience, when they do not contradi& the Laws 
of God; but when they do, they are no Rule to us. Sothat the Laws of 
the Land muft be the Rule of our Obedience to Princes, unleſs they 
contradi@ the Laws of God, and I do not know that any of our Laws 
do that, and then there is nodanger in a limited Monarchy, that we 
ſhould be obliged by God's Authority to obey Arbitrary Will and 
Power. 

It is a certain truth, as our, A*tbozy muſt confeſs, that if the Laws 
of the Land contralift the Laws of God, they are no Rule tow. But this 
proves nothing in particular, without proving what Laws 'of the 
Land are — to the Laws of God : If then he can prove, that 
by the Law of God, we are bound to obey the Arbitrary Will of the 
Prince againſt the Laws of the Land, whenever he will command things 
egainſt Law, and has power to craſh as, if we will not obey, I will 
geadily grant, and ſo muſt he, that itis our duty to do it; but till he 


Prove this, he muſt not take it for granted there is ſuch a Law, _ 
| t 
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then we need diſpute this matter no further at preſent. But what 
he means by this Argument 1 cannot tell; if he does think, there 
is ſuch a Law of God, I ſuppoſe he intended in good earneſt to prove, 
that we muſt ſubmit to the Arbitrary Will of our Prince againſt Law, 
aud to condemn the oppoſition that was mdz in the late Reign to 
ſuch Arbitrary Proceedings; if he did not believe there was any ſuch 
Law of God, how ridiculous was it to pretend, that we muſt fubmit 
to Arbitrary Will and Power againſi Law, becauſe when the Laws of 
the Land contradi& the Laws of God, they are no Rule to us. - 

I ſhall only obſerve farther, that our Authour charges me with ſay- 
ing in the Caſe of Reſiſtance, that this may eaſily be (that a Prince in a 
limited Monarchy ſhould reſolve to be arbitrary) when he bas all the Power 
of the Kingdom in bis bands, and muſt not be refifked. Whereas I bring 
this in by way of objection againſt Non-RefiFance, ard only ſay, it is 
poſſible, but ſhew by ſeveral Arguments how difficult it is, and that 
the DoQtrine of Non-Refitance does not deſiroy the diſtin&ion between 
a limited and abſolute Monarchy : But at this rate he uſes to cite 
Authours, that unwary Readers will cafily be impoſed on, if they 
give too much creditto him. | 

Thus I have particularly anſwered all the little appearances of Rea- 
ſon and Argument in the Poſtſcript, and made it appear, that accord- 
ing to the Senſe of the Convocation, thoſe Princes who have no legal 
Right, may yet haveGod's Authority, and have ſo, when their Go- 
vernment is thoroughly ſettled. And now had becn the proper time 
to enquire what the Convocation meant by a thorowgh Settlement ; but he 
did not like this order, and therefore choſe ro begin with the Notion 
of thorough Settlement ; for when once it had appeared, that the Con- 
vocation (poke of the ſettlement of illegal Powers, he muſt have been 
aſhamed to have pretended, that they meant a legal S:ttlement, by ac- 
quiring a new legal Title, either by tbe death or ceſſion of the right Heirs, 
or by a long Preſcription. 

1 ſhall only add, that when the Convocation ſpeaks of a Settlement, 
they mean the Settlement of the Government within it ſelf, not with 
reſpeR to forcign Force and Power; for ſo they expreſs it, when they 
have eftabliſhed any of the ſaid degenerate Forms of Government amonglt 
their own People, and then the Government may be throughly ſetled 
within it ſelt, before it have a peaceable Poſſeſſion and Settlement 3 fo 
Alexander's Authority was ferled at Feruſalem, before Darius was finally 
conquered ; and fo are K. W:lliam and Q. Mary ſetled on the Throne, 
notwithſtanding all the expeRations ſome have of a French Invaſion 
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And fince our Axthour inſiſts ſo much upon a legal Settlement, Poſe - 


ſefſion of the Throne, with the Conſent and Submiſſion of the Eſtates 
of the Realm, gives a legal Settlement in England, if we will believe 
our beſt Fudges and Lawyers, as I ſhall be inclined to do, till I ſeea 
fair Anſwer to what I have ſaid in this Cauſe, in the Caſe of Alle 
legiance 3 and then we have the opinion of our Lawyers for a Settle. 
ment, and of the Convecation for Obedience to a fetled Government. 

For the Conclufion of his Anſwer, he alledges the Authoricy of 
Biſhop Andrews and Biſhop Buckeridge. two Members of this Conveca- 
tion, and of Dr. Fackſon, a very learned Divine, againſt that ſenſe we 
give of the Convocation. The thing then he is to prove from theſe 
xeverend ard learned Men againſt our ſenſe of the Convocation is this, 
that thoſe who aſcend the Throne by Uſurpation without a legal 
Right have not God*s Authority, and muſt not be obeyed; and that 
ſuch Princes can never, in the ſenſe of the Convocation, be f(ctled in 
their Thrones, or have God's Authority, till} they gain ſome new le- 
gal Right, by the Death or Ceſſion of the rightful Prince, or by a long 
Preſcription : Let us ſee then, how he proves this to be the judgment 
of theſe Learncd Men. 

Now what he quotes from B. Andrews has not one word of this 
matter. The whole of it is no more but thisz that the Biſhop will 
not allow the Name of King to any but Kings of lawful and true de- 
ſeent 3 they are Kings, tho they reign not, as foaſh was others axe no 
Kings, but Uſurpers, tho they reign, os Athaliab did; and what is 
this to the purpoſe ? Does not the Convocation allow Foaſh to be the 
true Heirs, while he was kept from the Crown, and Atbaliab an U- 
ſurper, tho ſhe reigned Six Years? Does not the Convocation call fuch 


' Kings, Kings de fa&o, which is a little ſofter Name than Uſurper, 


but fignifies much the ſame thing, viz, One who is poſſeſſed of the Throue 
without a legal Right * And yet what the Convocation's DoQrin was 
about Obedience to ſuch Kings, Lhave already proved 3 and Biſhop- 
Andrews, might be of the ſame mind, tho he would not allow them. 
the Name of Kings. 

But the Biſhop will not allow, that ſuch Kings reigned by God.. 
Right; but then he does not mean, that fuch Kings do not exerciſe 
God's Authority ; tut that God did not by his axtecedeyt Will and 
Appointment place them on the Throne, Thus S. Chryſoſtom, on the 
£3. Rom. allows all Power and Authority to be of God, and to be 
ordained by God, and therefore not to be refiſted, whoever has it ; 
but yet will not fay, that all Princes, who exerciſe this Power wicked= 
ly and tyrannically, whatever their Title be, are ordained of God :. 
Bc thought it a Reproach and Blemiſh to the goodneſs and juſtice 6b 

| | ' Providence, 


late Caſe of ALLEGIANCE, &c. 
Providence, to (ay, that wicked, impious, tyrannical Princes were 
ordained by God, but yet granted that the Authority they exerciſed 
was Gods, and muſt be obeyed : The Biſhop and others will allow 
what $. Chryſoſtom would not, That the moſt wicked Tyrants, who 
have a legal Title to their Thrones, are ordained by God, but are 
afraid to own, that Princes who aſcend their Thrones by unjuſt and 
wicked means, are ſet up by God 3; but it does not hence follow, 
that they denyed their Power and Authority to. be Gods, or that 
Subje&s ought to obey it. The Compocation it (elf affirms no more, 
in that mighty place, as our Authory calls it, than that the Authority 
which is exerciſed in thoſe Governments, which begun by the Ambition of 
Princes, or the Rebellion of Subjefis, is always Goes Amntbority, and 
therefore can receive no impeachment by the wickedneſs of thoſe who have 


it, and therefore muſt be obeyed. So that Learned Men may differ in 


this Point, whether illegal Uſurpers are placed on the Throne by the 
over-ruling Counſels and Appointment of God, or only by his per- 
miffive Providence, and yet agree in the main Concluſion, That tic 
Authority they exerciſe, when fetled in their Thrones, is God's Au- 
thority, and muſt be obeyed. - | 

We have a very expreſs Determination of this matter by Doctor 
Fackgon, (to whom our Awuthoxr appeals) in that very Sermon to 
which he refers; and tho the Paſſage be long, it is worth tranſcrib- 


ing, and it is this : 


”5 


« But doththis Rule of our Apoſile hold as punQually of the Magi- Fackson, 


© ſtratc, as of the Magiſtracy? Doth every one which reſiſts the Ma- Vol- 
« oiſtrate, or Men inveſied with the power of Juriſdifion refiſt the £953 


© Ordinance of God as direaly, or in as high a degree, as he that 
« reſiſts the Power it felf wherewith he is inveſted; as he that 
« ſeeks to overthrow the Magiſtracy? It is the Obſervation of 
« S. Chryſoftom, and Oecumenins upon this place, that S. Pax} does not 
« ſay, There is no Magiſtrate but from God, or that the Magiſtrates 
< that be, be ordained of God, but that there is no power which is not 
&« from God, and that the powers that be, are ordained of God : That he 
<« purpoſely ſpeaks not of this or that Magiſtrate in particular, or of 
« the Perſon to whom the Power is annexed, ſed de re ipſa, but of the 
< Power it ſelf. But herea Man might well demand of them; js there 
« any Power here meant by the Apoſtle, which is not inherent in ſome 
« Mens Perſons? Is there any Magiſtracy without a Magiſtrate 2 Or 
<« how can the Power be reſiſted, unleſs the Party be reſiſted in whom it 
js ſeated? And ſo he goes on to prove that S. Pay} meant the Magi- 
ſtrate, even Nero himſelf, not merely the Magiſtracy: So that as Ma» 
| L 2 giltracy, 
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giſtracy, or the power of juriſdiftion is from God, and muſt be 
obeyed, ſo muſt the Magiſtrate who has this Power. And yet in the 
ncxt Section he makes a great difference between the Power it ſelf, and 
the Acquiſition or Exerciſe of Power, That our Apoſtle's Rule doth nat 
fo puntiully bold of the means or acquiſition of Power, or of the exerciſe of 
3t, as it doth of the Power or Magiſtracyit ſ:If. Albeit the Power or Ma- 
giſtracy be always God's poſitive and pzimarp O2dinance, al- 
ways an effett of bis gracious Providence, always a Bleſſing towards any 
Land or People, or the Award of his antecedent Will : Net tbe 
manner of acquiringgthis Power, or the annexing it to this or that Perſon, 
one or more, is not always the poſitive Ozdinance of God, #o efed 
of bis Bounty and Benignity, no conſequent of his antecedent Will, b«z 
ſometimes rather the Award of his conſequent Will, and an 448 
at leaſt permiſſive of his punitive Fuſtice, So that all Princes are not 
from God, in the ſame ſenſe that all Power is, but all Princes have 
that Power, which is from God, and muſi be obeycd. 

His next Teſtimony is from Biſhop Bxckeridge and he ſpeaks exactly 
the ſenſe of the Convocation, that Athaliah bad not acquired a Right to the 
Crovon, neither by the conſent of the People, nor by the Preſcription of 
fix years, which ſhews what his judgment was, that ſuch an Uſurper 
as Athaliah, might acquire a Right to the Crown, either by the con- 
ſent of the People, or by long continuance, as the Convocation afferts in 
the caſe of Antiochus, the Biſp1p I think not w'th the ſame reaſon in 
the Caſe of Athaliab ; but whether his Application be proper or not, 
his Do&rine is the ſame with the Convocation's. BE . 

Our Amnthor did well to cite this pafſage honeſtly, but he did not 
well to corrupt it with his Comment, as I obſcrved before ; for he 
turns a DisjunCtive into a Conjundtive : the Biſhop ſays neither by the 
conſent of the People, nor by the Preſcription of ſix years > which ſup- 
poſes, that either the conlent of the People, or a long Preſcription 
would give a Right, and he expounds it of both together, that 2 
right to the Government is acquired by a Preſcription, and that is a long 
and uninterrupted Poſſeſſion, joyned with the conſent of the People. 

His laſt Appeal is to Dr. Faekſon, and I allow the Door does ſay 
what he quotes from him, that « mere Uſirper or a Tyrant by Title may 
be reſiſted by violence even to Depoſition or Death—— Our Author Cone 
ſcſſes Dr. Fackſon will not allow refiftance to be made by every body, but 
be ſays it with this qualification, ſave in the right and intereſt of the Right 
Heir, O2 by bis Commiſſion and Command, where he has turred the 
Tables, and made a Conjundcive a DisjunRive, Or for And, little 
Particles, which make no difference with our Axthor ; But ſince he has 
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not thought fit to give us this entire Paragraph, I will do it forhimv 
and let the Reader judge, on which fide Dr. Fachſon is: it is this. 
So then a Tyrant or Uſurper may be Depoſed or Reſijted ; but thugs R:ſi- 


fted or Deprſed be may rot be by every Man, who knows him to be an Uſwurper. Pag- 965. 


For a Man may trangreſs this Ruleof the Apoſtle, and reſiſt Gods Ordinance, 
by reſting the Power, wherewith he is inveſted, though not ſimply by reſiſting 
bim ({o that an Uſurper has that power which is Gods Ordinance, and 
muſ; not be reliſted by every body) Alizd eft Magiſtratum eſſe, alind eſt in 
Magiftratu eſſe, aus Magiſtr. tum gerere : it is one thing tobe atrue and laws 
ful Magiftrate, ancther thing to bear or execute the Office of a true Magi- 
ftrate. The Ads of a falſe Magiſtrate or Intrudcr, whilſt be is in Mogi- 
ftratu, in the Office it ſelf, are of validity (let our Author rememb: r 
this togs,) His Perſon is to be obeyed, not reſiſted by every Man, until he 
be declared to be an Uſurper or Intruder by ſome higher Power or Authority. 
Few Tyrants bave gotten Inveſtiture or admiſſion to Royal Power by more- 
indire means, thau Richard the third in this Kingdom did, yet many Acts 
and Exerciſes of Royal Power, though proceeding from him, were legal 
and of validity. Nor did they reſiſt the Ordinance of God that bore Of- 
fice under him, that obeyed his Summons, whether for Parliament, or 
other buſineſs of State. ( This confutes great part of our Author's 
Book, and undermines the Fundamental Principles of it.) Jt had' 
been a fin fo2 any man of his own p2ivate head to have 
killed him, albeit all the ſpace of bis Reign be did reſiſt the Ordinance 
of God : for every man is not an Avenger of ſuch as refift the Ordinance 
of God : this belongs to the Higher Powers only, or unto them to whom the 
Supreme Power is by right annexed. And ſo Heary of Richmond war 
Authorized by Gods Ordinance te execute vengeance, oy to bring condemna- 
tion on this Tyrant, which every one might not have done, which perhaps no 
other might bave dane ſave only in bis Right and Intereſt, and by bis Com- 
miſſion and Command. 

Now who ever doubted, but that a righful Prince, when diſpoſſe(- 
fed unjuſtly, may recover his Throne again if he can, and diſpoſſeſs 
the Uſurper, or that thoſe who lawfully receive Commiſſion from 
him, may lawſully fight in his quarrel ; but the great queſtion ſti!} 
remains, whether SubjeAs may lawſully take Commithons from the 
diſpoſſeſſed Prince, to fight againſt the Prince, who is ſettled in the 
Poſſeſſion of the Throne 3 this Dr. Fackſon does not ſay, and there- 
fore he can do our Autbor no ſervice. 

His next citation from Dr. Jackſon is the caſe of Jchoiada's Depoſing 
of Athaliah, ' urged by the Papiſts for the power of tbe Pope to depoſe 
Kings. But this he has ſo ſhamcfully mangled, that a little — 

would. 
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would have taught him rather to have left it out, than to have betrayed 


ſo much diſhoneſty in his quotations, I ſhall give the Reader the en- 


tire paſſage. 


Firſt, ]Jchoiada in that be was High-Prieſt, was a prime Peer in the 
Realm of Judah, and inveſted with the power of Juriſdifion next in 
order and dignity to the Higher Power. This our Amtbor leaves out, 
though very material, becaule it ſhews by what Authority he did jt, 
as the Ordinary Supreme Magiſtrate in the vacancy of the Throne 
that is, not merely in right of his Pricſthood, as the Papiſts pretended, 
nor merely as a Subje&, but as being the Higher Power and Authori. 
ty, to whom the judgment of ſuch matters belonged, as he had ob- 
ſcrved before. And this is the very account the Convocation gives of 
it, that Fehoiada did this being the Kings Uncle, and the chief Head 
and Prince of bis Tribe, that is, not a private Subje, but a chick Prince 
in the Kingdom of Judah, The Door proceeds, 

Secondly, The Power Royal, or Supreme, was by right, by the ex- 


preſs Ordinance and poſitive Law of God, annexed unto the Infant. 


Prince, whom Jchoiada's Wife bad ſaved from the Tyranny of Atha- 
liah, as being next Heir now alive #nto David. In the right of this 
Prince, and for the atiual annexion of the Supreme Power to bis perſon 
(unto whom it was de jure annexed) Jchoiadz, being the chief Magi- 
ſtrate in the vacancy, did by force and violence Depole her, who had 
Ulurpt the Royal Scepter by violence, and eruel Murder of ber Seed 
Royal. All theſe words, in a different CharaQter, arc left out by our 
Author, and ſome of them very material ones, cſpecially thoſe, by 
the expreſs Ordinance, and poſuive Law of God, and the next Heir 
now alive to David, which plainly refers to the Divine entail on Da- 
vid's Family, and diſtinguiſhes this from the. caſe of other Ulurpers, 
which is the very account the Convocation gave of it, as I ſhewed be- 
Fore, and overthrows all that our Azthor has ſaid about the caſe of 
Athaliab, and for that reaſon he ſupprefled them, as any one will 
eaſily gueſs. Thus he leaves out, Jchoiada being the chief Magiſtrate 
#n the vacancy, which ſhews this was an Ac of Lachoriry and Jari 
-dicion, which private Subjets muſt not pretend to3 and thercfore 
would not ſerve his purpoſe, and 1 believe by this time, he thinks he 
had better have let itall aloge. 

He concludes his Poſtſcript with rage aud venom, and I have no 
anſwer to that. I have indeed chavged my Opinion about the Au» 
thority of Ulſurpers, who are fetled in the Throne by the general 
«conſent and ſubmiffion of the People, and of the Eſtates of the Realm, 
and T have Scripture and Reaſon, the Authority of the Church of 

England, 
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land, and the Laws of the Land (for any thing our Author has 
ſaid to the contrary) to juliihe this change; and I aſſure him, 1 will 
change my Opinion in any thing elſe upon the fame terms, and 
deſpiſe his cenlures of my Honeſty for doing (o 3 and as for Autho- 
xity, I never pretended to any my (cif, and will never own any mans 
Authority, much lefs my own Opinions, in oppoſition to Scripture 
and Reaſon, the Church of England, and the Laws of the Land. 
But what a charitable Opinion our Author has of the prefent Go- 
vernment, and of all that comply with it, we may fee in the Paral- 
lel he makes between my caſe and that of Hazael: as if ſwearing 
Allegiance to King liam and Queen Mary were as great, as noto- 
rious, as {elf evident an impiety and wickcdnefs, as all the villanies, 
which the Prophet Eliſha forctold Hazel, that he would be guilty of: 
L know the evil that thou wilt do unto the Children of Iſracl, their ſtrong 
holds wilt thou ſet on fire, and their young men wilt thou ſlay with the 
ſword, and wilt daſh their children, and rip up their women woth- child, 
But let our Author conſider, who are m-t likely to be guilty of theſe 
Villanies, thoſe who quietly ſubmit to the Government, which is 
now {itled among us, or thoſe who are for overturning all by bring- 
ing in a French Power, to devour and conſume with Fire and Sword, 
and to enſlave their Native Country : if this be Allegiance and Paſ- 
ſive Obedience, Lam ſure, what our Author calls Perjury and Re- 
bellion are the greater vertues. 
As for his parting Requeſt, I do afm it again, That I never was 


fattions againſt taking the Oaths, nor made it my buſineſs to diſſuade men- 


29 


2 Kings 8. 
12, 


from it ; when my Opinion was aihed, I declared my own thoughts, but- * 


never ſought out men to makg Proſelytes : and in this Profeſſion t amnot. 


afraid of his or any other mens memories ſo much as of their inven- 
tions, for there arc fome great Wits among them. Let them pro- 


duce the man, if they can, whom I endeavoured to diſſuade by word; 
or writing, from taking the Oaths, where my Opigion was not firſt- 


asked 3; and-if my Opinion had any Authority with them then, our. 


Author knows, it is more than it ought to have had, and that was- 


none of my fault; unlefs he means, that my Authority was confider- 
able againſt taking the Oath, but none for it > which is the way, 
that al} Parties and Factions judge of mens Authorities. 


But though our Author. ſcems- very well acquainted with — 
ng. 


called Faftion, yet he is not willing to underſtand. the word 3. a 

therefore I mui tell him, that when I ſay, 7 was never fations a- 
gainſt the Oath, I do not mean, that I was never hearty and zealous 
againſt taking the Oath for.I hope there may be Zeal without Fa- 


ion 5, 


"Bur SE is quite another thing, it ſhews 
$4r- Schiſms; - in Rancour and Bitterneſs, Eo 
in: violent Oppoſitions to Government, in chan; 
Friendſhips with a Party, in Cenſures and Reproi 
ing all Perſons of another Perſwafion, &s 7 
tho-there had been: a:material Perjury, a 
cuſe.from formal PPerjury ; - for no Man is Curaally per 2 
goes not know: it: 1-fhall:not explain this'by re Ao Gr 'i our 
Author is for writing Secret Hiſtories, I am w_ ſo at preſent. And 
now I am at lciſure to-attend his motions,” and to conſider his threat- 
ned examination of -all ' my 5, whenever his due time for it 
| comes; andif he will- promiſe to examine them well, beforche an- 
 -Gwcrs, 1 ſhall expe to hear no more from him. 


THE END. 
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